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Need  of  a  Public  Utilities  Commission 

At  the  November  28,  1926  session  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  a 
resolution  was  introduced  directing  the  City  Engineer  to  proceed  with 
the  first  step  in  the  necessary  chain  of  proceedings  for  the  city  purchase 
of  certain  of  the  properties  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company.  The 
specific  first  step  as  prescribed  by  Charter  is  an  estimate  by  the  City  Engi- 
neer of  the  reproduction  cost  of  the  property  to  be  acquired.  The  prop- 
erties of  the  Spring  Valley  Company  to  be  acquired  are  those  specified 
by  the  city  as  necessary  for  water  storage  and  distribution  and  which  by 
award  of  the  Railroad  Commission  and  agreement  between  the  city  and 
the  company  are  under  option  to  the  city  until  1934,  at  a  price  of 
$37,000,000  plus  the  cost  of  certain  subsequent  additions. 

The  resolution  was  referred  to  the  Public  Utilities  Committee  for 
consideration  and  report. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Board  on  December  20th  a  resolution  was 
introduced  authorizing  and  requesting  the  Public  Utilities  Committee 
"to  make  special  study  of  a  method  of  administration  of  municipally- 
owned  public  utilities  by  a  commission  or  commissions,  with  special  atten- 
tion to  such  plan  of  management  in  other  cities,  and  at  its  earliest  oppor- 
tunity report  its  recommendations  to  the  Board."  The  preamble  of  the 
resolution  refers  to  the  large  capital  expenditures  entailed,  and  the  expert 
business  and  financial  ability  required,  in  the  municipal  ownership  and 
operation  of  utilities.  The  resolution  was  favorably  reported  out  of  com- 
mittee and  was  adopted  by  the  Board  on  January  1  0th. 

Certain  of  the  local  papers  have  editorially  emphasized  the  necessity 
of  creating  a  Public  Utilities  Commission,  with  adequate  powers  for  the 
business-like  management  of  the  Municipal  Railway  and  other  utilities 
before  the  city  should  attempt  to  expand  its  public  utility  holdings. 

The  Bureau  is  heartily  in  accord  with  such  a  program  and  believes 
that  the  necessity  for  a  Utilities  Commission,  with  adequate  powers,  has 
been  demonstrated.  In  1921  at  the  time  of  the  last  Spring  Valley  pur- 
chase election,  the  Bureau  advocated  a  charter  amendment  to  create  a 
Water  Commission,  as  a  companion  measure  to  the  purchase  proposition 
on  the  ballot.  Under  the  then  existing  Charter  provisions,  however,  bond 
issue  proposals  had  to  be  submitted  separately  so  that  it  was  not  possible  to 
propose  such  charter  amendment  at  the  same  time  as,  or  on  the  same 
ballot  with,  the  purchase  proposal.  It  was  the  plan  of  the  then  Finance 
Committee,  however,  if  the  purchase  proposal  had  been  approved  by  the 
people,  to  submit  a  charter  amendment  creating  a  Water  Commission  at 
a  later  election  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  1922,  the  Bureau  in  co-operation  with  several  city  officials  pro- 
posed to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  a  draft  of  a  charter  amendment  de- 
signed to  create  a  Utilities  Commission  and  endow  it  with  the  necessary 
complete  powers  and  responsibilities  to  insure  the  independent,  business- 
like operation  of  the  Municipal  Railway  and  such  other  utilities  as  might 
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later  be  acquired  or  built  by  the  city.  The  Judiciary  Committee,  in 
acting  on  the  proposal,  was  not  prepared  to  curtail  Supervisorial  powers 
to  the  extent  proposed  by  the  amendment.  In  lieu  of  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  Bureau,  an  amendment  was  submitted  authorizing  the 
Supervisors  to  create,  by  ordinance,  such  a  Utilities  Commission  and 
specify  its  powers  and  duties.  Due  to  the  number  of  amendments  consid- 
ered of  more  importance,  this  was  not  actively  supported  and,  although 
unopposed,  failed  by  a  few  thousand  votes  to  secure  the  necessary  majority. 

In  1924,  the  Bureau,  at  the  request  of  the  Street  Railway  Transporta- 
tion Committee  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  again  prepared  a  proposed 
charter  amendment  to  create  a  Utilities  Commission.  This  was  discussed 
with  a  number  of  city  officials  and  was  introduced  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee  as  a  substitute  for  an  amendment  having  a  similar 
purpose  previously  presented  by  that  official.  Due  to  the  highly  contro- 
versial situation  then  existing  relative  to  the  disposal  of  Hetch  Hetchy 
power,  and  on  the  contention,  by  representatives  of  labor  and  of  the 
Citizens'  Hetch  Hetchy  Power  Advisory  Committee,  that  such  an  amend- 
ment, although  desirable,  was  not  timely,  its  inclusion  on  the  ballot  was 
not  approved  and  it  was  not  reported  out  by  the  Judiciary  Committee. 

The  chain  of  developments  during  recent  years  relative  to  the  financing 
of  Municipal  Railway  extensions,  regulation  of  technical  operating  con- 
ditions, and  wage  changes,  may  be  considered  as  indicative  of  the  situa- 
tion that  will  confront  the  city  in  the  operation  of  any  municipally-owned 
utility,  under  the  present  diffusion  of  authority  and  responsibility.  Inas- 
much as  the  city  is,  by  Charter,  committed  to  the  gradual  acquisition  and 
ultimate  ownership  of  all  public  utilities,  it  is  to  the  interests  of  all  con- 
cerned— consumers,  taxpayers,  city  officials  and  utility  employees — that 
the  management  and  operation  of  these  utilities  be  placed  on  a  basis  that 
will  best  insure  the  application  of  common  business  principles. 

Although  this  cannot  be  guaranteed  by  an  adequate  charter  amendment 
creating  a  Utilities  Commission,  it  at  least  will  represent  a  considerable 
improvement  over  the  present  situation  wherein  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
as  a  whole,  the  Public  Utilities  Committee,  the  Board  of  Public  Works, 
thej  City  Engineer,  and  the  Mayor  all  have  degrees  of  authority  for 
certain  of  the  affairs  of  any  municipally-owned  utility.  By  the  creation 
of  a  Public  Utilities  Commission,  with  necessary  powers  and  responsibili- 
ties, and  the  appointment  of  properly  constituted  citizens  to  positions  as 
commissioners,  all  possible  safeguards  will  have  been  thrown  around  the 
municipal  operation  of  what  are  basically  very  complex  business  enter- 
prises.   

Comparative  Tax  Rates 

A  comparison  of  the  tax  rates  of  215  cities  in  the  United  States  and 
Canada  with  a  population  of  over  30,000  for  the  year  1926,  as  com- 
piled by  C.  E.  Rightor  of  the  Detroit  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research, 
shows  San  Francisco's  rates  for  the  last  fiscal  year,   1925-26,  when  ad- 
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justed  to  a  uniform  100  per  cent  basis  of  assessed  valuation  to  be  above 
those  of  four  of  the  cities  of  over  500,000  population  and  below  those 
of  nine.  For  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  1924-25,  San  Francisco's  rate  on 
the  same  basis  v^^as  the  lowest  of  all  cities  with  a  population  of  over 
500,000.  San  Francisco's  assessed  valuation  is  by  far  the  lowest  among 
cities  of  500,000  population  and  over. 

Both  the  legal  and  actual  percentages  of  assessment  to  actual  values 
vary  in  the  several  cities,  so  that  in  order  to  make  the  tax  rates  compar- 
able, all  have  been  adjusted  to  a  100  per  cent  basis  of  assessment.  From 
this  has  been  determined  the  actual  rates  that  would  be  paid  if  the  same 
assessing  rules  were  applied, 

San  Francisco's  1925-26  rate  of  $4.13  per  $100,  on  an  assessed  value 
estimated  at  50  per  cent  of  the  true  value  was,  therefore,  reduced  to 
$2,065.  The  rates  on  this  adjusted  basis  for  the  fourteen  cities  of  over 
500,000  population  ranged  from  $1.53  to  $3.18  and  averaged  $2,281. 
The  average  for  all  of  the  215  cities  reporting  was  $2,366. 

The  city's  fiscal  year  1925-26,  to  which  the  $4.13  rate  applies,  is 
comparable  with  the  taxing  periods  shown  for  the  other  cities.  San  Fran- 
cisco's tax  rate  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  1926-27,  is  $3.66  per  $100. 

In  presenting  the  tabulation  Mr.  Rightor  says:  "The  figures  may  not 
be  safely  used  for  conclusions  unless  the  detailed  facts  in  the  case  of 
each  city  are  given  consideration.  They  do  not  serve,  for  example,  as 
an  index  to  the  extent  or  adequacy  of  public  service  or  of  econopiy  of 
administration.  In  almost  any  city  there  is  a  wide  divergence  between 
the  total  revenue  from  property  taxes  and  the  total  appropriations  or 
expenditures,  owing  to  the  development  of  other  sources  of  revenue." 

The  tax  rates  of  important  Eastern  and  Pacific  Coast  cities  are  com- 
pared in  the  accompanying  table: 


Estimated 
Total         Legal  Basis    Ratio  of  As-    Final  Read- 
Assessed  Tax  Rate  of  Assessment  sessed  Value     justed  Tax 
Valuation  per  $100        (per  cent)         to  Legal      Rate  per  $100 

'    Basis  (P.O. ) 


1.  New  York,  N.  Y.„$l  3,256,568,8 10 

2.  Chicago,   111.    1,873,921,764 

3.  Philadelphia,  Pa.  ..  3,967,810,352 

4.  Detroit,  Mich.  3,160,412,150 

5.  Los  Angeles,  Cal...  1,467,282,9  35 

6.  Cleveland,  Ohio....  2,162,15  7,400 

7.  St.  Louis,  Mo 1,107,438,540 

8.  Baltimore,  Md.  -..  1,657,986,372 

9.  Boston,    Mass. 1,898,054,900 

10.  Pittsburgh,  Pa 1,014,116,820 

11.  San  Francisco,  Cal.  733,822,981 

12.  Buffalo,  N.  Y 1,003,879,130 

13.  Washington,  D.  C.  1,484,388,608 

14.  Milwaukee,  Wis.  ..  810,509,504 

15.  Newark,  N.  J 771,916,873 

16.  Minneapolis,  Minn.  298,598,370 

17.  Seattle,    Wash.... 251,831,921 

18.  Cincinnati,    Ohio....  1,018,498,100 

19.  Portland,    Oreg. --  324,542,640 

20.  Oakland,    Calif.—  242,297,955 
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The  Need  for  Salary  Standardization 

Effective  January  1,  approximately  470  city  employees  were  granted 
salary  increases  of  from  $10  to  $25  a  month  as  provided  by  a  resolution 
passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  November  29,  1926,  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Finance  Committee.  It  is  estimated  by  the  Finance 
Committee  that  these  increases  will  add  about  $70,000  a  year  to  the 
City's  salary  roll,  or  $35,000  for  the  second  half  of  the  current  fiscal 
year.  The  Playground  Commission  in  December  voted  $20  a  month  in- 
crease in  pay,  effective  January  1st,  to  all  its  gardeners,  caretakers,  and 
laborers,  about  30  in  number,  at  an  approximate  cost  of  $7,000  a  year. 

On  December  13th  the  Supervisors  approved  a  transfer  of  $50,000 
from  budget  funds  to  the  Municipal  Railway  Operating  Fund  (as  par- 
tial repayment  of  Municipal  Railway  funds  previously  used  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  Twin  Peaks  and  Stockton  Tunnels)  with  the  proviso 
that  the  money  be  expended  exclusively  for  increasing  the  wages  of  all 
janitors,  clerks,  trackmen  and  car  repairers  by  40  cents  a  day.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  these  increases  will  aggregate  about  $35,000  a  year.  Where- 
upon the  platform  men  of  the  Municipal  Railway — who,  last  April,  re- 
ceived an  increase  from  $5.40  to  $5.80  per  day,  at  an  approximate  addi- 
tional charge  against  Railway  funds  of  $100,000  a  year — presented  a 
request  for  an  additional  increase  of  20  cents  per  day.  This  was  granted 
by  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  on  December  29th,  concurrently  with  the 
inctreases  for  trackmen,  etc.,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $54,000  a 
year  out  of  Railway  funds. 

The  increases  already  authorized  will  add  $166,000  a  year  to  the  City's 
payroll.  Other  increases  have  been  proposed  by  the  Supervisors;  accord- 
ing to  the  Finance  Committee  report  of  December  20th,  these  involve 
187  employees  (102  of  whom  are  included  in  the  470  increases  recom- 
mended and  voted)  at  an  aggregate  increase  per  year  of  $37,104.  Twelve 
other  increases  were  subsequently  proposed.  Consideration  of  all  of  these 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  originally  set  for  January  10th,  has  been 
postponed  from  week  to  week. 

At  its  meeting  on  January  14th,  the  Finance  Committee  raised  a  ques- 
tion as  to  several  increases  for  executives  authorized  by  the  Board  of 
Public  Works.  Probably  many  additional  thousands  of  dollars  will  be 
involved  in  requests  for  increases,  which  requests  will  be  predicated  on 
the  increases  already  authorized.  The  Finance  Committee  report  states 
that  it  was  petitioned  for  at  least  1,000  additional  increases  during  De- 
cember. 

The  situation  again  emphasizes  the  necessity  of  the  application  of  sal- 
ary-standardization  principles  to   the   City's  salary  and   wage  problems. 
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By  this  it  can  not  be  implied  that  salary-standardization  principles  would 
bar  the  approved  or  the  proposed  increases,  but  rather  would  furnish  a 
guarantee  that  any  increases  made  would  be  equitable  in  relation  to  other 
city  salaries.  The  Finance  Committee's  report  of  December  20th  recom- 
mends that  the  187  additional  proposed  increases  be  not  allowed  "and 
that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  be  requested  to  report  as  soon  as  possible 
their  recommendations  on  the  standardization  of  positions  as  provided  by 
the  charter." 

Since  1922,  the  Bureau  has  engaged  in  several  definite  efforts  to  ad- 
vance the  application  to  the  whole  municipal  service  of  salary-standardi- 
zation plans,  based  on  the  scientific  classification  of  employments.  The 
Charter  obstacles  to  employment-classification  and  salary-standardization 
were  removed  by  a  charter  amendment  which  was  supported  by  officials 
and  employees,  and  was  approved  by  the  people  in  November,   1924. 

A  "zoning  plan"  as  an  attempt  to  classify  positions  and  standardize 
salaries,  which  was  prepared  under  the  direction  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  during  the  last  fiscal  year  1925-26,  was  opposed  by  the 
Bureau,  was  not  accepted  by  the  Commission,  and  apparently  has  not  met 
the  approval  of  the  Finance  Committee.  Requests  for  additional  funds 
to  carry  on  the  work  have  not  been  approved. 

In  November,  1926,  the  Bureau  in  a  report  to  the  Finance  Committee 
and  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  outlined  the  salary-standardization 
methods  and  experience  of  a  number  of  Eastern  cities,  and  emphasized 
the  minimum  essentials  for  job-classification  and  grouping  for  both  ex- 
amination and  salary-standardization  purposes.  Subsequent  conferences 
have  been  held  with  individual  members  of  the  Committee  and  the  Com- 
mission as  to  an  acceptable  means  of  proceeding  with  the  preparation  of 
a  scientific  employment  classification  for  San  Francisco. 

The  importance  of  the  subject  necessitates  the  most  energetic  efforts  to 
establish  a  sound  basis  for  classifying  employments,  and,  on  the  basis  of 
such  classification,  to  establish  a  procedure  for  handling  compensation 
problems,  in  an  equitable  manner  and  by  a  single  agency  without  regard 
to  artificial  departmental  lines.  The  periodical  clashes  concerning  salary 
increases  grow  out  of  the  existing  decentralized  and  inexpert  procedure, 
and  have'  the  effect  of  making  the  compensation  problem  one  of  the  most 
disturbing  municipal  matters.  Needless  to  say,  the  Bureau  will  do  all  in 
its  power  to  co-operate  toward  a  sound  solution. 


Semi-Monthly  Payment  of  Salaries 

A  charter  amendment  adopted  last  November,  providing  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  city  employees  semi.-monthly,  will  result  in  an  additional  cost 
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roughly  estimated  as  between  $30,000  and  $40,000  annually,  unless 
some  changes  are  made  in  the  methods  now  employed  in  the  preparation 
of  the  city's  payrolls  and  salary  warrants. 

The  Health  Department  recently  requested  the  Finance  Committee  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  recommend  an  increase  of  $1400  per  month 
in  its  appropriation  to  provide  for  additional  help,  claimed  to  be  required 
in  carrying  out  the  terms  of  the  amendment.  Similar  requests  have  been 
expected  from  other  departments. 

There  are  approximately  10,000  city  employees,  about  4,500  of  whom 
will  be  affected  by  the  change.  The  City  Attorney  has  ruled  that  the 
payment  of  school  teachers,  because  of  Stafe  law  provisions,  cannot  be 
changed  from  the  existing  monthly  basis.  The  balance,  employed  at  per 
diem  rates,  have  been  paid  twice  each  month  for  some  years. 

Time-rolls,  pay-rolls  and  salary  warrants  in  most  instances  are  type- 
written in  the  various  departments  and  each  warrant  is  signed  separately. 
By  centralizing  and  using  mechanical  office  equipment  for  the  prepara- 
tion of  time-rolls,  pay-rolls  and  warrants,  and  by  the  use  of  the  signo- 
graph  for  the  multiple  signing  of  warrants,  it  is  possible  that  the  time  and 
labor-cost  for  this  work  under  the  present  system  can  be  materially  re- 
duced, and  the  cost  of  the  additional  payday  minimized.  The  payment  of 
the  employees  in  the  field  instead  of  requiring  them  to  call  at  the  City 
Hall  for  their  warrants  as  at  present  would  also  do  away  with  much  loss 
of  time. 

Several  discussions  as  to  ways  and  means  of  improved  handling  of  these 
matters  have  been  held.  It  is  hoped  that  a  satisfactory  revision  of  the 
present  system  can  be  devised  before  the  new  order  must  be  made  effective. 
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San  Francisco's  Financial  Status 
First  Half  of  1926-27  Fiscal  Year 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  submits  herewith  three  state- 
ments: (1)  The  City's  General  Fund  expenditures  and  balances.  (2) 
Miscellaneous  revenue  receipts  (exclusive  of  tax  levy,  bond  fund  pro- 
ceeds, and  special  revenues  allocated  to  special  funds.  (3)  Summary 
of  fiscal  ope/rations  by  funds.  Each  of  these  statements  covers  the  first 
six  months — July  1  to  December  31,  1926 — of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

The  Bureau's  compilations  have  been  in  charge  of  James  E.  Donald- 
son, Bureau  accountant.  These  have  been  taken  from  the  Auditor's 
books  and  have  been  materially  expedited  by  co-operation  of  the  staff  of 
the  City  Auditor's  ofl'ice.  They  have  been  checked  by  the  Auditor's  ofl^ce 
as  to  mathematical  accuracy.  They  are  issued  in  this  form  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  city's  executive  and  legislative  ofl^cials,  departmental  exec- 
utives and  accountants,  and  civic  organizations  and  citizens  interested  in 
municipal  affairs. 

Data  such  as  are  included  herein  would  be  an  essential  element  for 
fiscal  control  of  similar  operations  in  private  business.  Less  detail,  per- 
haps, would  sufl^ce;  on  the  other  hand,  a  continuous  picture  of  financial 
operations,  by  months,  rather  than  half-yearly,  would  be  required.  It  is 
among  the  city's  shortcomings,  from  the  fiscal  and  accounting  stand- 
points, that  informative  financial  statements  are  not  currently  available, 
and  that  such  statements,  if  available,  would  apply  only  to  "budget"  ex- 
penditures and  not  to  the  city's  whole  revenue  and  expenditure  program. 

Monthly  statements  were  formerly  produced  by  the  Auditor's  office 
for  the  information  of  the  Supervisors,  but  were  discontinued  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  used,  and,  therefore,  that  the  expense  of  their 
preparation  was  not  justified. 

"General  Fund"  Expenditures 

The  "General  Fund"  includes  all  municipal  revenues  and  expendi- 
tures not  specifically  allocated  to  other  funds.  It  amounts  to  $17,818,- 
316,  about  53%  of  the  current  budget.  It  is  the  financial-control  ac- 
cumulation of  all  municipal  activities  exclusive  of  schools,  the  bond- 
expenditure  funds,  the  bond-interest  and  bond-redemption  funds,  the 
three  pension  funds,  the  five  funds  for,  respectively.  Library,  Play- 
grounds, Parks,  de  Young  Museum,  and  Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor, 
and  various  special  and  trust  funds.  All  of  these  are  legally  created  as 
separate  funds. 

Table  No.  1,  printed  at  the  end  of  this  report,  shows  for  each  budget 
item  of  the  "General  Fund":  (1)  The  amount  of  appropriation  available 
for  expenditure  December  31st,  which  represents  the  amount  of  original 
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budget  appropriation,  as  modified  by  transfers  thereto  or  therefrom;  (2) 
the  amount  of  warrants  paid,  or  contracts  or  other  formal  obligations 
charged  against  each  such  budget  item,  and  (3)  and  (4)  the  amount  of 
unexpended  and  unencumbered  balance  for  each  such  item. 

The  table  shows  the  unencumbered  balances  segregated  as  (3)  "Capi- 
tal and  Special"  and  (4)  "Operative".  These  segregations  are  as  made 
by  the  Bureau  and  are  entirely  unofficial. 

Balances  listed  under  "Capital  and  Special"  represent  balances  in  ap- 
propriations for  buildings  or  other  capital  improvements,  or  for  special 
services,  where  the  expenditure  will  be  periodical  or  seasonal — in  other 
words,  appropriations  that  are  not  expendable  at  a  regular  ratio  through- 
out the  fiscal  year,  but  may  be  spent  or  encumbered,  in  total  or  in  large 
part,  at  any  time  during  the  fiscal  year.  In  some  cases,  where  tentative 
plans  do  not  mature,  these  budget  items  may  not  be  expended  at  all. 

Balances  listed  under  "Operative"  repr(fcent  balances  in  appropriations 
for  continuous  municipal  activities,  which  appropriations  would  normally 
be  expended  at  an  approximately  regular  monthly  ratio  throughout  the 
fiscal  year. 

"Capital  and  Special"  Balances:  Reference  to  Table  No.  1  will 
indicate  that  balances  under  the  heading  of  "Capital  and  Special"  offer 
possibilities  of  economy  only  insofar  as,  ( 1 )  appropriations  (estimated 
cost)  may  be  in  excess  of  actual  costs,  and  (2)  the  plans  for  carrying 
these  projects  into  effect  may  not  mature^,  or  may  be  abandoned. 

In  this  latter  category  may  be  considered  such  items  as  Police  building 
(Appropriation  3-50)  $40,000;  Aquatic  Park  and  Yacht  Harbor  (3-54 
and  3-55)  $35,000;  Civic  Center  facade  (3-65)  $100,000;  Fine  Arts 
Building  (3-72)  $100,000,  etc.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  these  do 
not  as  yet  represent  savings  under  the  budget,  but  simply  show  that  the 
projects  had  not  progressed  to  the  expenditure  stage  during  the  first  half 
of  the  fiscal  year. 

Other  "Capital  and  Special"  balances  represent  total  or  partial  sur- 
pluses, such  as  Municipal  Airport  (3-60)  where  only  part  of  the 
$100,000  is  to  be  expended  this  year.  Department  of  Elections  (9-b) 
where  the  extra-ordinary  expenses  have  already  been  accounted  for  in  the 
July-December  expenditures,  etc.  On  the  other  hand,  the  special  bond 
election,  now  under  consideration,  may  require  a  large  part  of  the  pros- 
pective surplus  in  the  appropriation  for  the  Department  of  Elections. 

Certain  of  the  balances,  apparently  excessive,  apply  to  periodical  or 
seasonal  operations,  such  for  example  as  in  the  Assessor's  office  (Appro- 
priation 8-a)  where  a  large  temporary  force  must  be  provided  during  the 
second  half  of  the  fiscal  year. 
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"Operative"  Expenditures:  Balances  shown  in  Table  No.  1,  under 
the  heading  of  "Operative",  and  pertaining  to  those  budget  items  that  are 
presumed  to  be  expendable  on  a  regular  monthly  ratio,  are  in  a  diiferent 
category.  Here  we  find  prospective  surpluses,  prospective  deficits,  and 
fictitious  prospective  surpluses  that  are  accounted  for  by  delayed  billing 
or  delayed  payment  of  bills. 

Balances  listed  as  "Operative",  and  representing  amounts  available  for 
the  last  six  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  should,  normally,  closely  approxi- 
mate the  amount  of  expenditures  and  encumbrances  for  the  first  six 
months.  An  excess  of  "Operative"  balance  over  the  amount  of  ex- 
penditures and  encumbrances  for  the  first  six  months,  for  any  budget  item, 
would  indicate  a  prospective  surplus  at  the  end  of  the  year — if  activities 
and  expenditures  are  normal  throughout  the  twelve  months  of  the  year. 
Conversely,  under  the  same  conditions,  an  excess  of  expenditures  and 
encumbrances  for  the  first  six  months,  over  "Operative"  balances,  would 
indicate  a  prospective  deficit  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  that  par- 
ticular budget  item. 

General  Fund  Deficits  and  Surpluses:  Deficits,  already  in- 
curred, are  exampled  by  "Operative"  balances  in  Finance  Committee 
expenditures  (Appropriation  3-22),  Supplies  (3^,-c — 3)4-g),  Court 
Orders  (16-b),  various  Board  of  Public  Works  appropriations,  (26  to 
38)  Publicity  and  Advertising  (55)  etc. 

Prospective  surpluses  are  indicated  by  "Operative"  balances  in  Fire  De- 
partment (41a-41b)  and  various  Board  of  Public  Works  appropriations 
(29b,  35a,  36a)  which  latter  will  probably  be  applied  to  meet  actual  or 
prospective  deficits  mentioned  above  in  other  Board  of  Public  Works 
appropriations. 

Fictitious  surpluses,  occasioned  by  delayed  bills  or  delayed  payments  are 
instanced  by  "Operative"  balances  for  Street  Lighting  (3-33)  and  social 
relief  appropriations  (3-44  to  3-48). 

With  particular  reference  to  the  prospective  deficits  in  the  "Supplies" 
appropriations,  it  should  be  stated  that,  for  years,  inadequate  appropria- 
tions have  been  made  for  these  items,  resulting  in  an  unbroken  record  of 
annual  deficits.  The  matter  has  recently  been  forcefully  presented  by 
the  Purchaser  of  Supplies,  to  the  present  Supplies  and  Finance  Commit- 
tees. It  is  hoped  that,  in  the  next  budget,  these  expenditures  will  be 
properly  provided  for,  and  that  appropriations  will  be  made  to  the  using 
departments  (instead  of  as  a  lump  sum  to  be  drawn  upon  by  all  depart- 
ments) to  promote  economy  and  to  fix  responsibility  for  departmental 
expenditures. 

The  same  criticism  and  argument  as  to  under-appropriation  applies  to 
past  and  future  appropriations  for  "Court  Orders"  (16b). 

[28] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

One  item  requires  special  explanation — Fire  Boats,  (41-a-l).  Two 
fire  boats  are  maintained  in  operation  by  the  city.  Appropriation  is  made 
in  the  budget  for  only  one,  $79,000.  Expenditures  for  the  two  boats 
for  six  months,  $76,392,  are  charged  against  this  appropriation.  To  off- 
set the  theoretical  heavy  deficit  for  the  full  year's  operation,  there  is  a 
subvention  from  the  State,  $85,000,  to  cover  expenditures  for  one  fire 
boat,  which  amount  is  listed  as  revenue  in  the  statement  of  "Miscel- 
laneous Revenues",  Table  No.  2. 

Unbudgeted  Expenditures:  Five  accounts  shown  at  the  end  of 
Table  No.  1  are  carried  by  the  Auditor,  but  are  isolated  as  far  as  applica- 
tion to  budget  items  is  concerned.  "Money  Refunded"  and  "Taxes  Re- 
funded", aggregating  $4013,  cover  expenditures  for  authorized  but  un- 
budgeted refunds.  "General  Fund  1926-27,"  $19,232,  represents  author- 
ized but  unbudgeted  expenditures  to  be  applied  against  expected  surpluses. 
"General  Fund  1925-26,"  $337,003,  represents  expenditures  authorized 
in  last  year's  budget,  but  presented  and  paid  this  year  and  charged  against 
last  year's  total  revenues.  Due  to  lack  of  time,  it  has  not  been  possible  to 
analyze  the  last-mentioned  account  in  detail. 

Surpluses  and  Their  Disposition 

The  data  listed  in  Table  No.  1  furnishes,  in  part,  the  basis  for  the  ap- 
plication of  the  principle  of  "economy  in  government".  Continuous 
monthly  statements,  rather  than  the  semi-annual  statement  appended  here- 
to, would  represent  a  much  more  effective  basis. 

The  attached  table,  however,  furnishes  a  basis  for  analysis  of  pros- 
pective deficits;  such  analysis  should,  in  at  least  some  of  the  cases,  result 
in  the  holding  down  or  diminishing  of  these.  It  indicates  the  prob- 
able surpluses,  and  furnishes  a  basis  for  saving  and  conserving  these. 

Under  the  Charter,  surpluses  in  funds  (except  School,  Park,  Library, 
Public  Building,  Pension,  bond,  bond  redemption,  bond  interest  and  other 
self-perpetuating  funds)  shall  become  "surplus"  and  shall  be  applied,  in 
given  order,  to  (1)  payment  of  judgments;  (2)  liquidation  of  funded 
debt,  under  Supervisorial  regulation;  and  (3)  as  available  balance  or 
revenue,  to  be  applied  on  the  ensuing  year's  expenditure  program. 

Judgments  outstanding  against  the  city  have  been  sought  to  be  avoided 
in  past  years,  resulting  in  a  definite  effort  in  each  such  year  to  expend  all 
funds  that  would  otherwise  and  normally  have  become  surplus.  This 
effort  resulted,  over  a  period  of  nine  years,  in  the  unbudgeted  expendi- 
ture of  amounts  aggregating  over  $2,700,000,  to  avoid  the  payment  of 
tax  judgments  aggregating  approximately  $1,227,000. 

It  is  not  contended  that  the  expenditures  represented  a  waste  of  funds. 
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However,  they  did  not  have  the  formal  sanction  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors, in  the  form  of  specific  budget  appropriations.  In  many  cases,  such 
expenditures  might  have  been  avoided  if  formal  approval  had  been  re- 
quired. And,  more  important,  the  practice  made  the  budget  "only  an 
estimate",  and  completely  nullified  the  city's  budget  and  accounting  pro- 
cedure as  an  instrument  of  municipal  economy. 

Under  such  practice,  prospective  surpluses  were  not  conserved  to  reduce 
the  tax  burden  for  the  ensuing  year,  but  were  spent,  to  avoid  their  diver- 
sion to  pay  tax  judgments  legally  entered  against  the  city.  It  is  to  be 
noted,  and  commended,  that  the  current  Board  has  adopted  the  policy  of 
wiping  out  these  judgments  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

In  last  year's  budget,  the  Finance  Committee  appropriated  over  2c  on 
the  tax  rate — $162,318 — toward  the  payment  of  these  judgments.  Ap- 
proximately $770,000  of  unpaid  judgments  still  stand  against  the  city, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent  on  unpaid  balances. 

Prospective  deficits  in  budget  items  should  be  held  down,  and  prospec- 
tive surpluses  therein  should  be  conserved.  The  resulting  surpluses,  if 
any,  for  this  and  ensuing  years,  should  be  applied  to,  first,  the  wiping  out 
of  deficits  in  the  Fire  and  Police  Pension  funds,  and,  thereafter,  to  the 
payment  of  tax  judgments. 

When,  in  a  relatively  short  time,  these  are  paid  off  in  full,  the  city 
should — just  as  every  large  private  business  must — adopt  the  policy  of 
providing  annually  for  an  appreciable  surplus  as  a  safeguard  against  costly 
emergencies  and  unforeseen  contingencies.  The  use  of  such  funds  for 
such  purposes  should  be  rigorously  restricted.  The  funds  so  provided 
annually,  if  not  required  for  real  emergencies,  should  be  applied  as  a 
credit  balance  at  the  start  of  the  ensuing  fiscal  year,  to  reduce  the  neces- 
sary tax  levy  for  that  year's  requirements. 

Budget  and  Accounting  Improvements 

The  make-up  of  the  budget  could  be  materially  improved,  from  the 
two  important  standpoints  of  ( 1 )  fixing  departmental  responsibility  for 
expenditures,  and  (2)  the  facilitating  of  accounting  control  of  esti- 
mated revenues  and  expenditures.  In  view  of  the  Charter  powers  vested 
in  certain  departments  for  unrestricted  expenditure  within  the  total  ap- 
propriations voted  by  the  Supervisors,  this  will  probably  require  Charter 
amendment.  Under  present  conditions,  however,  the  Supervisors  ap- 
propriate for  expenditures  under  direct  Supervisorial  control,  of  over 
$4,300,000.  Most  of  this,  under  adequate  control  procedure,  should  be 
appropriated  to,  and  expended  by,  various  city  departments. 

As  a  corollary  to  the  above,   there  is  also  the  necessity   for  prompt 
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compilation  and  transmittal,  to  the  Supervisors  and  the  public,  of 
monthly  statements  showing  the  conditions  of  city  finances  in  relation  to 
budget  appropriation-items,  and  segregated  as  to  funds.  Forms  have  been 
printed  for  this  purpose,  and  procedure  therefor  has  been  specified  in  the 
manual  of  uniform  accounting  procedure.  As  previously  stated,  the  pro- 
duction of  monthly  statements  by  the  Auditor's  office  was  discontinued 
when  such  statements  were  not  considered  and  used. 

Municipal  Revenues 

The  city  has  four  principal  sources  of  revenue  to  fund  the  expendi- 
tures as  approved  in  the  annual  budget  adopted  by  the  Supervisors.  These 
are:  (1)  The  tax  levy;  (2)  subventions  from  the  State  for  schools, 
widows'  pensions,  orphans'  aid,  fire  boats,  and  a  portion  of  bond  interest 
and  redemption  charges  on  bonds  issued  prior  to  1910;  (3)  the  revenues 
from  Hetch  Hetchy  power  operations,  applicable  to  Hetch  Hetchy  bond 
interest  and  redemption  charges;  and  (4)  miscellaneous  revenues,  in- 
cluding licenses,  fees,  fines,  departmental  revenues,  interests  on  deposits, 
etc. 

There  are  certain  other  revenues  received  by  the  city  but  not  applicable 
to  "budget"  expenditures, — as  the  budget  has  been  compiled  for  this  and 
previous  years.  Among  these  are  ( 1 )  Auditorium  revenues,  applied  to 
Auditorium  operating  expenses  which  are  not  budgeted;  (2)  State  re- 
fund of  a  portion  of  State  gasoline-tax  and  auto-license  receipts,  which 
sums  have  heretofore  been  applied  to  unbudgeted  boulevard  construction, 
but  which,  this  year,  are  used  in  part,  to  meet  part  of  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram of  street  reconstruction;  (3)  "side-sewer"  fees,  applied  to  the  un- 
budgeted cost  of  making  side-sewer  connections;  (4)  Park,  Library  and 
Playground  receipts  which  are  retained  and  expended  by  these  depart- 
ments individually;  (5)  Municipal  Railway  revenues,  applied  to  un- 
budgeted Municipal  Railway  operations;  (6)  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
bonds,  applied  to  unbudgeted  capital  expenditures  within  the  authorized 
purposes  of  the  respective  bond  issues;   etc. 

The  first  four  items  referred  to  above — revenue  from  Auditorium, 
gasoline  tax,  side-sewer  fees,  and  Park,  Library  and  Playground  receipts 
— have  a  definite  bearing  on  budget  appropriations  and  should  be  con- 
sidered in  connection  therewith.  The  Treasurer,  Tax  Collector,  As- 
sessor, Recorder  and  other  budgeting  offices  collecting  revenues  in  excess 
of  their  office  expenditures  are  in  the  same  status,  as  to  revenues  collected 
and  expenditures  authorized,  as  most  of  the  departments  or  activities  men- 
tioned above.  The  School  Department,  having  large  revenues  from  the 
State,  is  included  in  the  budget  at  the  gross  amount  of  proposed  expendi- 
ture. 
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A  more  exact  budget  picture  would  be  presented  by  budgeting  all  ex- 
penditures, and  including  on  the  revenue  side,  all  expected  revenues  from 
all  sources. 

Miscellaneous  Budgetary  Revenues:  The  items  of  revenue  that 
are  applied  to  budgeted  expenditures — miscellaneous  revenue,  Hetch 
Hetchy  operating  revenues  and  State  subventions  for  school,  debt  charges, 
and  widows'  and  orphans'  aid — are  important  elements  in  the  fixing  of 
the  annual  tax  rate.  The  sum  of  the  estimated  receipts  for  these  items, 
when  subtracted  from  the  total  budget,  gives  the  approximate  amount  of 
the  tax  that  must  be  levied. 

This  seems  to  be  an  appropriate  place  to  discuss  the  mythical  "General 
Fund",  frequently  referred  to  as  a  possible  source  from  which  funds  can 
be  drawn  to  cover  various  items  not  included  in  the  budget,  but  for 
which  from  time  to  time  the  Supervisors  desire  to  vote  funds.  There  is 
no  such  "General  Fund"  until  toward  the  close  of  each  fiscal  year.  Even 
then  it  is  not  a  fund,  but  simply  an  unbudgeted  surplus,  made  up  by  the 
excess  of  revenue  collections  over  revenue  estimates,  plus  the  amount  of 
unexpended  budget  items,  or  the  unexpended  balance  (in  excess  of  defi- 
cits) in  various  budget  items.  When,  and  if,  it  exists,  it  is  an  unofllicial 
accumulation,  not  a  "fund". 

Table  No.  2,  on  the  opposite  page,  shows  the  status  of  the  miscellane- 
ous and  certain  other  revenue  accounts,  by  funds,  for  the  first  half  of  the 
current  fiscal  year.  Most  of  these  revenues  are  applicable  to  proposed 
budget  expenditures,  and  thus  are  considered  when  the  budget  is  compiled 
and  adopted,  and  later  when  the  tax  rate  is  fixed. 

The  estimates,  shown  in  the  table,  of  the  expected  revenue  from  each 
item  for  the  fiscal  year,  are  as  estimated  by  the  City  Auditor.  These  are 
really  unofficial  estimates,  as  they  were  not  passed  upon  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  at  the  time  of  or  in  relation  to  the  Supervisorial  approval  of 
the  budget. 

Such  revenue  estimates  should  be  incorporated  as  a  part  of  the  revenue 
side  of  the  budget  and  should  be  officially  considered  and  acted  upon  by 
the  Supervisors. 

The  revenues  from  "Penalties,  Costs  and  Interest",  shown  for  every 
fund,  represent  the  distribution  of  the  current  payment  of  the  preceding 
year's  taxes  that  became  delinquent,  during  the  frevious  fiscal  year,  with 
the  attendant  penalties,  costs,  and  interest  as  provided  by  law. 

The  table  shows  the  amounts  collected,  for  each  item  applicable  to  each 
fund,  for  the  first  six  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  and  the  balance  to  be 
collected.      Although  the   items  of   revenue  applicable  to  the   "General 

[32] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 


Table  No.  2 

ESTIMATE  OF  MISCELLANEOUS  REVENUES  1926-27 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

(Revenues  from  "Penalties,  Costs  and  Interest"  represents  taxes 
delinquent  from  preceding  year,  as  estimated  or  received 
durmg  current  year.) 

Estimate  for 
General  Fund:  Year  1926-27 

Licenses    ..._ _ $  825,000 

Permits    ..._ _ _ _ leo.ooo 

^•nes     ...     „...._ _ 60  000 

Departmental    Revenue    _  170  000 

Rents     _ _ _ 7'qqO 

Bank    Interest    225000 

Subventions — Orphans     „. 13o'oOO 

Subventions— Widow's    Pension   130'000 

Subventions— Tubercular  Patients  ....  30!oOO 

Subventions — Fire  Boats  „.  85  000* 

Advertising-     ..._ _ _ _ [  i^'qqq 

Fees   Apportioned   _ 600,000 

Franchises    ..._ _ 250  OOO 

Penalties,   Costs  and  Interest..Tl..."....."  46)700 

Common   Schoo^Fund":-- ---.$2,733,700 

State    of    California, _ _ 1,575,000 

Federal   Aid   to  H.   S _ „  10  000 

Miscellaneous    Receipts    ..._ „  105000 

Penalties,    Costs   and    Interest 16'l60 


fl  Col'ction 
Dec.  31,  '26 

Balance  to  Equal 
Estimate  for  Yr. 

$    343,495 

66,660 

18,300 

69,155 

3,795 

124.775 

$    481,505 

93,340 

41,700 

100,845 

3,205 

100,225 

130,000 

130,000 

30,000 

85,000* 

5,850 

360,720 

250,000 

46,625 



9,150 
239,280 

75 

$    874,685 

$1,859,015 

1,058,550 

16.162 

52,805 

4,023 

516,450 
(6,162) 
52,195 
12.137 

$1,131,540 

$    574,620 

70,193 

1,184,882** 

2,547 

107.807 

(72,887)** 

13,533 

Bond  Int.  and^fc-Funds: -- ^^•''''''' 

state   Tax    Refund    — 178,000 

H.    H.    Power   Rev _ 1  nj  995 

Penalties,  Costs  and  Interest '...    '  leioso 

Miscellaneous  Receipts  400  000  MS  S9Q  109  qti 

Penalties,  Costs  and  Interest .:;::::         2;200  „..!..  ^^^'"^ 


Library  Fund: 


Total $      20  7S0 

Playground  Fund: *  ''^^ 


Total „ _ $  430 

California  Legion  of  Honor: 


230 
Total _ $        1,230 


Miscellaneoiis    Receipts    _ 20,000  11,375  9  405 

Penalties,  Costs  and  Interest 780  ... 


Miscellaneous    Receipts    4  000                         'i4lfi                           ciscs 

Penalties,    Costs    and    Interest i;230                      ..„1„ .                      ..._.._. 

T^'^^^^H^ - --^  5,230 

Firemen's   Pens.    Fund— P.    C.    &   1 1  020  2X8  F-i'^ 

Employees'  Retirement  Fund:  '^^ 

Penalties.    Costs    and    Interest 2,110                            iil4                         1  cqc 

Employees— Payments  588.777  ....„ 

T^  V             ^.  '^°^^ - $  590.887                      ..    „ 

De Young   Museum:  

Miscellaneous    Receipts    200 

Penalties,    Costs    and    Interest _  '  230 


52  378 


Miscellaneous    Receipts    ...„ 1  oOO  52  1  170 

Penalties,    Costs   and    Interest 230 


cit  Shown  itTa'L^le  No.^'°for'"4irriSa?s^•  °""  ""'^  boat-offsets  prospective  defl- 
^^,,1*^®*  Revenue  from  power  for  last  fiscal  year,  1925-26.  Under  charter  only  net 
revenues  of  preceding  year  can  be  applied  to  debt  charges  of  current  year 

Fund"  all  show  less  than  50  per  cent  collection  for  the  first  half  of  the 
fiscal  year,  past  experience  shows  that  the  collections  for  the  year  are 
always   in   excess   of   the   preliminary   estimates.      The   apparent   under- 
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SUMMARY  OF  TAX-SUPPORT 

Showing  initial  available  Cash  Balances;    Estimated  Receipts;   A 

Complete  the  Year;  and  Estii 


Net  Budget  Year  1926-1927 ■■---■■■n-.;r- 

Available  Cash  Balance  June  30,   192b.. 
Est.  Receipts  R.E.  &  Sec.  P.P.  Taxes- 
Estimated  Receipts  Unsec.  P.P.  Tax.... 

E:stimated   Receipts,   Misc - 

1925-1926   Demands  Cancelled 

Est.   Available  Cash  Year  1926-27 

Transfers   to  other   Funds 

Net  Est.  Available  Cash  for  yr.  1926-27 
To.  Claims  Paid  &  Unp'd  to  Dec.  31, '26 
Est.  Available  Cash  for  Bal.  of  year.... 

(jeneral 
Fund 

$17,818,316* 

—(560,505) 

13,919,948 

1,577,929 

2,733,700 

641,000* 

18,312,072 

—(151,000) 

18,161,072 

9,232,737 

8,928,335 

8,712,875 

215,460 

Coiiinion 

School 

Fund 

$7,054,477 

268,225 

4,813,973 

546,435 

1,706,160 

Special 
School 
Tax 
$    900,000 
521,615 
888,401 
110,525 
3,260 

Bond  Int. and 
Redemption 
Funds 
$4,898,389 
4,418,833 
3,048.810 
544,004 
1,306,075 

9,3r7,"222 

7,334,793 

1,523,801 

7,334,793 
3,628,525 
3,706,268 
3,628,525 
77,743 

1,523,801 
875,446 
648,355 
648,355 

9,317,722 
3,194,937 
6,122,285 
2,885,063 
3,237,222 

Est.  Available  Cash  Bal.  June  30,   1927 

*Of  $151,000  transferred  from  General  Fund,  $140,000  is  shown  hert 
Road  Fund,  and  $10,000  Auditorium  Fund.  The  budget  as  adopted,  $35i 
by  this  table. 


collection  is  considered  as  due  to  delay  in  making  the  actual  collections, 
or  in  getting  these  into  the  Auditor's  accounts. 

Certain  of  the  revenue  items  such  as  franchise  taxes,  and  State  sub- 
ventions come  in  periodically  rather  than  regularly,  which  will  account 
for  the  apparent  under-collection  for  these  items. 

Special  Revenue  Accounts:  Two  of  the  items  require  specific  ex- 
planation. Estimated  State  payment  for  fire-boats,  $85,000,  is  used  to 
supplement  the  budget  appropriation  of  $79,000  for  this  purpose,  and 
the  two  combined  are  used  for  the  maintenance  of  two  fire-boats,  for 
which  $76,392  was  expended  during  the  first  six  months'  period.  (See 
Table  No.  1.) 

The  other  item  is  Hetch  Hetchy  power  revenue — estimated  revenue 
$1,112,000  and  six-months'  collections,  $1,185,000,  both  approximate. 
This  should  not  be  construed  as  indicating  a  collection  for  the  full  year 
of  approximately  twice  the  amount  shown  as  collected  to  December  31st. 
The  $1,185,000  shown  as  "collection  to  December  31"  represents  the 
surplus  available  from  power  operations  for  the  last  fiscal  year.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Charter,  only  the  surplus  earnings  of  a  public  utility  "for  the 
preceding  fiscal  year"  can  be  applied  to  any  current  year's  requirements 
for  interest  and  redemption  of  bonds  issued  for  such  utility. 

Accounting  of  Delinquent  Tax  Payments:  Accounting  methods 
for  the  handling  of  delinquent  taxes — taxes  levied  but  not  paid  during 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  levied — can  be  materially  improved. 
As  mentioned  above,  under  the  present  procedure,  these  are  included  as 
revenue  of  the  next  succeeding  year,  and  as  collected  are  apportioned 
among  the  several  funds. 
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FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1926-1927 

tures  and  Encumbrance  for  first  six  months;  Funds  Available  to 
at  the  End  of  Fiscal  Year. 

-,  T  1  Firemen's  Employees'  De  Young  ^  .  ^  Police  Total  Tax- 
ground  Library  belief  I'ension  and  Memorial  Region  of  Pension  and  Supported 
i                Fund           Fu„(j            Ret'mt  Fund    Fund  Honor  Fund  j^efmt  P^^i^i  P^^^jg 

0,000         $262,500         $345,000         $    664,700         $70,000  S70.000                                 $33  133  382* 

!4,627             17,219       —(32,424)         3,090,947           26.008  136       —(44,919)  7,780,939 

6,909           237,135           344,426              615,047           62,188  62,188               _  _  25  Oil  910 

:1,778             26,452             34,631                71,620             8,031  8,031                        '  3  043  119 

5,230             20,780               1,020              590,887                430  1,230             78,000  6,848,972 

— -       641,000 

18,544     301,586     347,653     4,368,501     96,657  71,585      33,081  43,325,940 

140,000  (—11,000)* 

18,544           301,586           347,653           4,368,501           96,657  71,585           173,081  43,314,940 

6,617           117,881           204,320              175,200           37,278  33,317           104,849  18,327  851 

1,927           183,705           143,333           4,193,301           59,379  38,268             68.232  24  987  089 

6,617           117.881           204,320              175,200           37,278  33,317           104,849  17  271  024 

5,310             65,824       —(60,987)         4,018,101           22,101  4.951       —(36.617)  7,716,065 

>olice  Pension  Fund.    Balance  of  $11,000  represented  by  $1,000,  County 
151,000  of  transfers,  equals  $33,133,382,  the  total  "net  budget"  as  shown 


Delinquent  taxes  amount  to  less  than  1  per  cent  of  the  tax  levy.  These 
are  estimated  as  about  $250,000  in  relation  to  a  tax  levy  of  $28,000,000 
for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

As  tax  collections  are  received,  the  amount  of  these  is  apportioned 
among  the  twelve  main  city  funds.  As  there  are  always  tax  bills  unpaid 
in  any  current  fiscal  year,  the  apportionment  of  total  tax  collections — say 
99  per  cent — results  in  the  "under-feeding"  of  funds,  to  the  extent  of, 
say,   1  per  cent. 

As  an  offset,  the  revenue  represented  by  the  payment  of  taxes  that 
became  delinquent  during  the  precding  fiscal  year,  together  with  penal- 
ties, costs  and  interest  as  provided  by  law,  is  pro  rated  to  the  several 
funds.     This  involves  an  unnecessarily  complex  accounting  procedure. 

In  lieu  of  the  present  procedure,  it  is  recommended,  if  legal,  that  to 
the  amount  of  the  tax  levy  as  estimated  for  each  year,  there  be  added  a 
sum  to  represent  the  estimated  amount  of  taxes  that  will  not  be  paid  and 
that  will  be  come  delinquent.  And,  as  an  offset,  it  is  recommended  that 
the  estimated  amount  of  tax  payments  delinquent  from  previous  years, 
that  will  be  paid  during  the  current  year,  be  estimated  as  an  item  of 
"miscellaneous  revenue." 

Such  procedure  would  facilitate  the  early  closing  of  the  city's  books 
of  account  at  the  end  of  each  fiscal  year,  would  eliminate  unnecessary 
accounting  detail,  would  obviate  the  "under-feeding"  of  funds  (which 
may  be  illegal  in  the  case  of  bond  interest  and  redemption  funds),  and 
would  place  the  expenditure  program  for  each  year  on  its  own  revenue 
basis. 
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Summary  by  Funds 

Table  I,  and  the  discussion  thereof,  dealt  with  those  budget  items, 
which,  accumulated,  make  up  the  city's  "General  Fund."  Table  II  and 
the  discussion  thereof,  dealt  with  the  city's  miscellaneous  revenues  applic- 
able to  the  General  Fund  and  certain  other  funds. 

Table  III,  printed  on  p.  34-35,  shows  the  status  of  all  tax-supported 
"funds"  from  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year's  business  on  July  1st  last  to 
December  31st. 

Excluded  from  this  tabulation  are  ( 1 )  the  Auditorium  Fund,  for 
which  $10,000  is  appropriated  in  the  current  budget,  and  (2)  the  County 
Road  (State  gasoline  tax)  Fund,  to  which  $1,000  is  appropriated  in  the 
current  burget.  Each  of  these  funds  is  on  a  cash  receipt  and  expenditure 
basis,  and  the  status  thereof,  on  such  basis,  is  outlined  in  tabular  form 
hereinafter. 

The  restriction  of  Table  III  to  tax-supported  funds,  likewise  elimi- 
nates all  special  and  trust  funds;  also  Hetch  Hetchy  Operation,  Munic- 
ipal Railway,  Side  Sewer,  and  City  Water  Works  (a  small  district  water 
supply)  Funds;  and  the  receipts  and  expenditures  from  the  proceeds  of 
1925  Hetch  Hetchy  and  1923  School  bond  sales. 

The  table  shows,  for  the  twelve  funds  included,  ( 1 )  cash  balance  at 
the  start  of  the  year;  (2)  current  year's  tax  receipts  and  miscellaneous 
revenues  applied  thereto;  (3)  net  available  funds  after  transfers  ($1,000 
to  County  Road  Fund,  and  $10,000  to  Auditorium  Fund,  not  detailed 
in  table);  (4)  net  budget  allowances;  (5)  claims  paid  from,  and  formal 
obligations  standing  against  each  fund;  (6)  available  balance  for  second 
six  months  of  fiscal  year;  (7)  possible  or  probable  expenditures  for  second 
six  months  period;  and  (8)  probable  balance  or  deficit  at  end  of  fiscal 
year. 

The  probable  expenditures  for  the  second  six  months  period  (referred 
to  above  as  No.  7)  are  arrived  at  by  assuming  (1)  that  all  "Capital  and 
Special"  balance,  as  of  December  31,  1926,  will  be  expended  by  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year,  June  30,  1927;  and  (2)  that  "Operative"  expendi- 
tures for  the  second  six-months  period  of  the  fiscal  year  will  be  in  the 
same  amount  as  for  the  first  six  months'  period.  The  only  exception  to 
this  is  for  the  "Bond  Interest  and  Redemption  Funds,"  where  the  actual 
figure,  as  compiled  by  the  Auditor,  is  used. 

From  the  accounting  standpoint,  the  number  of  separate  funds — plus 
others,  mentioned  above — is  undesirable.  Each  being  required  by  Charter 
or  State  law,  however,  the  number  cannot  be  diminished  at  the  present 
time. 
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Pension  Fund  Deficits:    The   important   features  disclosed  by  this' 
table  of  the  status  of  funds  are  the  deficits — in  the  Firemen's  Relief  and 
Police  Pension  and  Retirement  Funds — existing  as  of  July  1,  1926,  the 
start  of  the  fiscal  year,  and  frobabhy  as  of  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year, 
next  June  30th. 

The  two  pension  funds  for  firemen  and  policemen  have  no  reserves. 
Like  the  "Printing  and  Stationery"  and  other  items  mentioned  herein- 
before, these  funds  have  been  consistently  "underfed."  The  amount  of 
each  annual  pension  roll  must  be  met  entirely  by  annual  budget  allow- 
ances, less  a  revenue  derived  from  a  pension  payment  to  the  Police  Pen- 
sion Fund  of  $2.00  per  month  by  each  police  officer. 

These  pension  systems  are  not  founded  on  sound  actuarial  reserve 
bases.  Their  financial  status,  to  cover  over  2000  employees,  may  be  esti- 
mated by  comparison  with  the  healthy  financial  condition  of  the  "Em- 
ployees Retirement  Fund,"  shown  in  Table  III,  which  includes  about 
7000  employees,  and  which  is  founded  on  a  sound  reserve  basis  predicated 
on  detailed  actuarial  studies. 

Condition  »f  the  General  Fund:  The  prospective  surplus  in  the 
General  Fund  at  the  close  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  as  shown  by  the 
table,  is  $215,460.  Such  prospective  surplus  will  be  reduced  by  expendi- 
tures authorized  for  the  second  half  of  the  year  that  were  not  effective 
during  the  first  half  of  the  year — such,  for  instance,  as  salary  increases. 

The  table  shows  a  deficit  of  $560,505  in  the  General  Fund  at  the 
start  of  the  year.  This  is  in  reality  an  accounting  rather  than  an  actual 
deficit.  Expenditures  totalling  $641,000,  authorized  by  the  previous 
Finance  Committee,  were  carried  on  the  Auditor's  books.  These,  how- 
ever, were  held  up  by  the  new  Board  on  taking  office  in  January,  1926. 
The  warrants  therefor  were  not  cancelled  until  December,  1926,  and, 
in  the  table,  are  shown  separately  as  "revenue"  or  "refund"  items.  The 
$641,000  cancelled  is  made  up  by  (1)  War  Memorial,  purchase  of  land, 
$300,000;  (2)  installment  payment,  contract  for  Marina  Exposition 
building  and  land,  declared  illegal  by  the  courts,  $290,000;  and  (3) 
purchase  of  garage  for  Municipal  Warehouse,  $51,000. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  present  Finance  Committee,  on  taking 
office  in  January,  1926,  was  confronted  with  an  opinion  from  the  City 
Attorney  to  the  effect  that  net  revenues  from  the  disposal  of  Hetch 
Hetchy  power  for  that  current  year — calculated  by  the  preceding  Finance 
Committee  as  approximately  $1,400,000  and  applied  to  reduce  debt 
charges,  and  thus  to  reduce  the  tax  rate — could  not  be  so  applied,  under 

[37] 


THE  CITY,  MARCH  7,   1927 


the  Charter,  but  could  be  applied  only  to  the  next  (1926-27)  fiscal  year's 
debt  charges. 

On  the  basis  of  this  opinion,  the  Finance  Committee  lopped  $1,160,- 
200  from  the  1925-26  budget  in  an  effort  to  keep  the  expenditures  within 
the  available  revenues  for  that  fiscal  year.  The  War  Memorial  payment, 
and  the  garage  purchase,  among  other  items,  were  cancelled  to  keep  within 
the  revenues  available  for  funding  the  budget. 

Time  did  not  permit  of  an  accounting  analysis  of  the  Auditorium  and 
the  County  Road  Fund  (State  gasoline  tax  and  auto  license  refund). 
These  funds  are  on  a  cash  basis,  instead  of  the  revenue  and  expenditure 
(including  encumbrances)  basis  governing  the  other  funds.  The  status 
of  the  funds,  on  such  cash  basis,  as  of  December  31st,  was  as  follows: 


Auditorium  Fund 

Deficit  in  Cash  Balance  July  1st,  1926 $— (   4,980.15) 

Receipts  to  Dec.  31st  (incl.  $10,000  budget  approp.)  53,062.30 


Total  Available  $        48,062.15 

Expended  to  December  31st 63,617.94 


Cash  Deficit,  December  31st,  1926 $—(15,535.79) 

County  Road  Fund 

Available  Cash  Balance,  July  1,  1926 $      402,889.77 

Receipts  to  December  31,  1926: 

Vehicle   Tax   $225,106.64 

Gasoline   Tax  338,742.84 

General  Fund  1,000.00  564,849.48 


Total  Available  $     967,739.25 

Expended  to  December  31st,   1926 319,319.82 


Available  Cash  Balance,  December  31st,   1926 $      648,419.43 

As  a  supplement  to  the  formal  budget,  which  appropriated  $506,961 
for  reconstruction  of  streets,  the  Finance  Committee  reported  to  the 
Supervisors  an  additional  street-reconstruction  program  of  $350,000  to 
be  funded   from  County  Road  Fund  revenues. 
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Some  Conclusions 

Monthly  statements,  compiled  and  available  to  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee, immediately  after  the  close  of  each  month's  business,  are  essential  for 
the  continuous  control  of  municipal  finances  that  is  required  if  the  budget 
is  to  be  used  as  a  mechanism  productive  of  economy  in  municipal  opera- 
tions. Such  rapid  compilation  and  availability  will  require  only  simple 
changes  in  method  and  procedure  in  the  Auditor's  office.  These  are  now 
being  considered  by  the  City  Auditor. 

The  multiplicity  of  "funds,"  all  legally  created,  is  undesirable  from 
the  accounting  standpoint,  and  more  important,  tends  to  create  separate 
independent  entities  and  expenditure  programs  that  are  not  easily  con- 
trollable. The  result,  under  existing  municipal  organization,  is  a  dif- 
fusion of  responsibility  for  the  municipal  program  as  a  whole.  Respon- 
sibility should  be  concentrated;  any  exceptions  thereto  should  be  based  in 
•each  case,  on  an  outstanding  degree  of  importance  and  the  magnitude  of 
the  policies  determined  by  the  expenditure  program.  Changes  in  the 
existing  separation  of  funds,  where  required,  are  dependent  on  changes  in 
the  existing  charter  and  state  law  provisions. 

The  city's  budget  procedure,  despite  existing  Charter  restrictive  pro- 
visions, can  be  materially  improved,  and  is  in  process  of  improvement  by 
the  Finance  Committee.  Departmental  responsibility  for  expenditures 
should  be  adequately  fixed,  and  should  be  controlled  by  adequate  and  up- 
to-the-minute  accounting  procedure. 

The  practice,  persistent  for  years,  of  "und^feeding"  or  making  inade- 
quate appropriation  to  certain  funds  should  be  abandoned.  Budget  appro- 
priations should  be  adequate  to  meet  the  known  requirements  of  such 
funds. 

The  payment  of  tax  judgments  should  be  expedited  as  rapidly  as 
municipal  revenues  will  permit. 

Provision  should  be  made,  preferably  by  Charter  amendment,  for  an 
adequate  annual  surplus  fund,  to  be  carried  over  from  year  to  year,  and, 
with  expenditures  therefrom  properly  restricted.  The  City,  as  a  munici- 
pal coporation,  with  a  budget  expenditure  program  of  over  $33,000,000 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  is  not  adequately  financed  when  restricted,  as 
at  present,  to  expenditures  for  all  unforeseen  contingencies  and  emer- 
gencies out  of  an  "Urgent  Necessity  Fund"  limited  by  Charter  to 
$100,000. 

The  city's  budget  has  never  been  considered  as  other  than  a  compila- 
tion of  a  part  of  the  city's  expenditures.  The  budget  should  be  expanded 
to  include  revenues  applicable  to  the  tax-supported  activities  of  govern- 
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ment  heretofore  included,  as  to  expenditures,  in  the  annual  budgets.  It 
should  also  be  supplemented  by  a  statement  of  proposed  annual  expendi- 
tures for  non-tax-supported  activities,  together  with  the  sources  and 
amounts  of  non-tax  revenues  by  which  such  activities  will  be  carried  on. 

In  accordance  with  the  Charter,  one  county  office  is  supported  entirely 
by  fees  prescribed  by  law,  which  are  commonly  presumed  to  be  of  con- 
siderable amount  and  which  accrue  to  the  officials  in  such  office.  Whether 
the  amounts  are  large  or  small,  it  is  the  modern  belief  that  governmental 
units  should  pay  employees  for  required  services,  and  that  fees  prescribed 
by  law  for  such  services  should  accrue  to  the  governmental  unit  concerned. 

Present  methods  of  accounting  for  delinquent-tax  receipts,  and  the 
distribution  of  these  among  the  various  funds  should  be  changed,  to  sim- 
plify accounting  detail,  and  to  keep  each  year  on  its  own  revenue  basis. 

Table  No.  1 
GENERAL  FUND,  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO, 

1926-27 

Fiscal  Status  for  First  Six  Months,  to  December  31,  1926, 

Showing : 

Budget  Appropriations,  as  and  if  modified  by  transfers. 

Expenditures  and  Encumbrances  to  December  31st. 
Unencumbered  Balances  available  for  balance  of  year. 

(See  page  27  for  distinction  between  "Operative"  and  "Capital  and  Special" 
balances. 

Appropriation  Item  Budget 

Appro't'n  Exp'tures  &  Unencumb'd  Balances 

No.             Title                                              including  Encumb'ces  "Capital  & 

Transfers  to  Dec.  31st  Special"   "Operative" 

2-a    Supervisors   „ _ $    107,780  $      54,925           ?      52,855 

3-22    Finance    Committee    5,000  10,206           (5,255) 

-23     Supei-visors    Incidental    ..._ 9,000  8           8,992 

-24  Advertising     ..._ „ 55,000  24,609           30,391 

-25  Urgent    Necessity    ..._ 100.000  1,535  98,465              

-26  Printing    Publ.    Documents 4,000  4,324            (324) 

-27  Law   and   Motion   Calendar 8,000  5,375           2,625 

-28     Fourth   of   July   Celebration 2,500  2,500  

-29     Memorial    Day   Celebration _.  50O  500  

-30     Municipal    Band    _ „ _...        12,000  6,186  5,814 

-31     Examination    of    Insane 9,000  3,520  5.480 

-32    Criminal   Insane   _ _...         7,500  1,931  5,569 

-33  Lighting    Streets    _ 630,000  208,930           ..._ 421,070 

-34  Premiums  on  Bonds  ..._ 5,000              5,000              

-35  Civic  Center  &  War  Memorial  200,000'  180,320  19,680              

-36  St.   Work,   City   Property..- 75,000  40,414           34,586 

-37  County  Road   Fund Transf.              ..._ — 

-38  Repair,    etc..    Bridges —  10,000  876  9.124              

-39  Main    Sewers    200,000  163,455  36,545              

-40  Police    Pensions    Transf.               „...           

-41  Exempt   Firemen   — 5,000  2.486           —  2,514 

-42  Auditorium    Transf.               ..._ 

-43  Pound    15,000  6,250            8,750 
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No. 


Appropriation  Item 
Title 


Budget 
Appro' t'n 
including- 
Transfers 


-44  Feeble    Minded    87,000 

-45  Maintenance  of  Minors 690,000 

-46  Widows'    Pensions   ..._ _...  235,000 

-47  St.    Catherine's    School 8,600 

-48  State    Schools    _ 20,000 

Total,    above    Charities...- $1,040,600 

-49  City   Planning   Comm _ 6,880 

-50  Police    Building    „.  40,000 

-51  Lands,   Market   St.   R.   R 8,878 

-52  Lands,    S.    V.    Water   Co „...  35,640 

-53  Aquatic    Park    Land...- 70,000 

-54  Aquatic  Park  Improvement   ....  10,000 

-55  Yacht   Harbor   _ 25,000 

Total   Aquatic    Park _ $  105,000 

-56  Improvement    Ocean    Beach 20,000 

-57  Civic    Center   Improvement 15,000 

-58  Van  Ness  Ave.   Extension _...  130,000 

-59  Painting  S.    F.   Hospital 10,000 

-60  Municipal  Air  Port 100,000 

-61  Sutro    Monument    ...„ 10,000 

-62  Appraisal   of   Property 48,900 

-63  Relief    Home— Spec.    Rep 1,000 

-64  Relief    Home— Equipment    40,000 

-65  Civic  Center,    Facade 100,000 

-66  S.   F.   Hospital  Equipment 9,000 

-67  S.   F.   Hospital — Radium  17,500 

-68  Repairs    to   Buildings _ 40,000 

-69  Traffic    Signals    _ _ 75,000 

-70  Electrolysis    Survey    5,000 

-71  McKinley   Sq.    Bulkhead...- 4,000 

-72  Fine  Arts   Building lOO.OOO 

-73  Mission    Park    Land 100,000 

-74  Street    Signs    10,000 

-75  High  Pressure  System  Ext 65,000 

-76  Refund   to   Municipal   R.    R 50,000 

-77  BPW— Single   Team    3,000 

-78  BPW— Surface    Heaters    ...- 12,000 

-79  BPW— 25  Teams,  St.  Cleaning-  84,500 

-80  BPW—  3   Teams,   Sewers...- 10,350 

-81  BPW— Rental  T-IV"  ton  trucks  25,200 

-82  BPW— Rental   1-3  ton  truck 6.000 

-83  BPW— Rental  14  autos  6,720 


Exp'tures  & 
Encumb'ces 
to  Dec.  31st 

35,887 

326,995 

103,050 

2,195 

9,793 

$    477,920 

3,456 

35,'640 
61.173 


10,464 

25,723 

878 

6,357 


18,548 
7,864 
1,229 


8,604 
47,669 


1,322 
3,023 

41,377 
9.263 

14,985 
2,610 
3,520 


Total  Rental  Teams   &  Autos..$  147,770        $      76,100 

-84     Improvement   S.    F.    Hospital....  7,500              

-85     Equip.    Emerg.    Hospitals 1,740 

-86     Rental   333    Kearny   St 14,233  6,167 

-87) 

-136)   Street   Reconstruction    . Transf.               

31/^-a    Bu.    of    Supplies— Pers _...  34,000  16,730 

31/2 -b     Bu.    of   Supplies— Non-Pers 2,280  1,010 

314-c     Supplies — Gasoline  3,000  3,521 

3y2-d     Supplies— Stationery  85,000  72,343 

3V2-e     Supplies— Furniture    - 20,000  13,535 

3y2-f     Supplies— Block   Books   . 4,000  2,999 

3y2-g     Supplies— License   Tags   5,000  1,040 

Total,    above    Supplies $  117,000         $      93,438 


Unencumb'd  Balances 
"Capital  & 
Special"  "Operative" 


51,113 

363,005 

131,950 

6,405 

10,207 


40,000 
8.878 


8,S27 
10,000 
25,000 


$      61.173         ?  43,827 


20,000 

3,983 

126,243 

5,423 


11,017 

3,757 

4,577 

100,000 

—(464) 

■"'"122 
33,643 

100,000 

9,000 

17,500 


67,236 
3,771 

4,000 

100,000 

100,000 

1,396 

17,331 

50,000 


7,500 
1,740 


$    562.6S0 


3.424 


23.177 


21,452 


1,678 
8,977 

43.123 
1,087 

10,215 
3,390 
3,200 


$      71,670 


8,066 


17,270 
1,270 

—(521) 

12,657 

6,465 

1.001 

3,960 


$      23,562 


4-a 
4-b 


5-a 
5-b 


6-a 
6-b 


Total,    Supv.    Appropriations....$3, 972,301 

Mayor — Personal    $      31,980 

Mayor — Conting.   Fund  11,100 

Auditor — Personal    74,960 

Auditor — Non-Personal   500 


$1,772,469         $893,821         $1,306,011 


Tax    Collector — Personal    . 

Tax  Collector — Non- Personal— 


119,000 
5,860 


15,990 
5,550 


38,678 
412 


61,974 
1,008 


15,990 
5,550 


36,282 


57,026 
4,852 
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No. 


Appropriation  Item 
Title 


Budget 

Appro' t'n  Exp'tures  & 

including  Encumb'ces 

Transfers  to  Dec.  31st 


Unencumb'd  Balances 
"Capital  & 
Special"   "Operative" 


7-a  Treasurer — Personal   43,700 

7-b  Treasurer — Non-I'ersonal     200 

8-a  Assessor — Personal    238,700 

8-b  Assessor — Non-Personal    6,000 

9-a  Elections — Personal  _.  59,960 

9-b  Elections— Pers.    and   Non-Per.  489,500 

10-a  District    Attorney— Personal    ..  87,980 

10-b  District  Attorney — Non-Pers 7,500 

10-c  Public    Defender    18,200 

11-a  City   Attorney — Personal    43,100 

11-b  City    Attorney — Non-Pers 10,000 

12-a  Civil    Service — Personal    26,460 

12-b  Civil   Service — Non-Pers.    .— 1,250 

13-a  County  Clerk— Personal   187,640 

13-b  County   Clerk— Non-Pers 150 

14-a  Sheriff— Personal    _ 268,664 

14-b  Sheriff— Non- Personal   65,000 

15-a  Recorder  122,000 

16-a  Superior    Courts    87,560 

16-a  1  Jury  and  ^Vitness  Fees 35,000 

16-a  2  Grand   Jury   Expenses   8,000 

16-a  3  Court    Stenographers    30,000 

16-b  Court    Orders    8,000 

Total    Superior    Courts $  168,560 

17-a  Justices    Courts    ..._ 51,000 

18-a  Juvenile    Home — Personal    18,780 

18-b  Juvenile  Home — Non-Pers 15,000 

19-a  Juvenile    Court — Personal    59,460 

19-b  Juvenile  Court — Non-Pers.   5,000 

Total  Juvenile   Court $  98,240 

20-a  Adult  Probation— Personal   24,840 

20-b  Adult    Probation— Non-Pers.    ..  700 


21,850 
98 

79,207 
2,596 

34,179 

420,471 

43,990 
5,55Q 
9,100 

21,550 
2.372 

13,432 
184 

93,719 
45 

134,487 
32,630 
59,476 

43,778 
19,000 

5,063 
16,710 

8,641 

$      93,192 


25,350 
9,390 
6,968 

29,730 
2,822 

$      48,910 

10,470 
188 


159,493 


69,029 


21,850 
102 


3,404 

25,781 


43,990 
1,950 
9,100 

21,550 
7.628 

13,028 
1,066 

93,921 
105 

134,177 
32,370 
62,524 

43,782 
16,000 
2,937 
13,290 
—  (641) 


$      75,368 

25,650 
9,390 
8,032 

29,730 
2,178 

$      49,330 

14,370 
512 


21 -a    Widows    Pension- 
21 -b    Widov^s  Pension- 


-Personal 
-Non-Pers. 


13,500 
1,000 


6,750 
324 


6.750 
676 


22-a    Law    Library    9,900 

23-a    Police    Courts    ..._ 28,800 

24-a    Coroner— Personal     42,280 

24-b    Coroner— Non-Pers.    3,000 

25-a     Sealer— Personal     24,300 

25-b     Sealer— Non-Pers 1,600 

25-%a  Horticul.    Commr.— Pers 9,600 

25-i^b  Horticul.    Commr.— Non-Pers...  1,560 

26-a    BPW— General    Office    39,780 

27-a    BPW— Accounting     _ 63,580 

28-a    BPW— Architecture    13,200 


29-a  BPW  Bldg.    Repair — Personal.. 

29-h  BPW  Bldg.  Repair— Non-Pers. 

29-d  BPW    Bldg.    Repair— Lighting.. 

29-e  BPW   Bldg.    Repair— Water  . 


BI^W   Bldg, 
BPW   Bldg. 

Total    Building    Repair _...$    414,835        $    213,058 


216,620 
63,380 
30,000 
18,000 


4.950 
14.400 

21.662 
1,379 

12,150 
230 

4,928 
865 

20,145 

32,032 

6,596 

109,526 
24,096 
13,820 
9,463 


4,950 
14,400 

20,618 
1,621 

12,150 
1,370 

4,672 
695 

19,635 

31,548 

6.604 

107.094 

39.284 

16,180 

8.537 


$    201,777 


30-a    BPW  Stores  &  Yards — Pers 

30-b  BF'W  Stores  &  Y'ds— Non-Per. 

31-a    BPW  Building  Inspection 

32-a  BPW    Engineering — Personal.... 

32-b  BPW    Engineering — Non-Pers. 


48,642 
1,175 

52,140 

183,410 

8,000 
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No. 


Appropriation  Item 
Title 


Budget 

Appro' t'n  Exp' tares  & 

including  Encumb'ces 

Transfers  to  Dec.  31st 


Unenoumb'd  Balances 
"Capital  & 
Special"   "Operative" 


33-a    BPW  Street    Repair— Personal  17,400 

33-b     BPW  Street    Rep'r— Non-Per.  386,150) 

BPW  Street  Reconstruction 506,961) 

Total    Street    Repair $  910,511 

34-a    BPW    Bridges— Personal    51,930 

34-b    BPW    Bridges— No n-Pers 3,500 

35-a     BPW   St.    Clng.— Personal 23,040 

35-a-l  BPW  St.    Clng.— Employments  429,300 

35-b    BPW  St.    Clng.— Non-Personal  33,300 

Total    Street   Cleaning $  485,640 

36-a    BPW   Sewer— Personal    12,450 

36-a-l  BPW  Sewer— Employments   .-  176,850 

36-b     BPW  Sewer— Non-Personal   ....  21,000 

37-a    BPW  Sewage — Pumping — Per.  2,120 

37-b    BPW  Sew.— Pump.— Non-Per...  700 


11.711 
456,365 


$  468,076 

26,144 
2,806 

11,785 

188,321 

22,598 

$  222,704 

5,229 
78,535 
13,960 

1,086 


Total  Sewers,  Main.  &  Recon...$    213,120        $      99,698 


38 


BPW  Miscellaneous  Repairs.. 


7,200 


2,933 


Total  Board  of  Public  Works....$2,496,663         $1,251,338 


40-a    Electricity— Personal    190,370 

40-b    Electricity— Non-Pers _ 15,000 

40-e     Electricity — Underground     15,000 


96,807 

10,079 

1,692 


13,308 


41-a    Fire — Personal  _ 2,780,565 

41-a-l  Fire    Boats    79,000' 


41-b 
41-c 
41-d 


42-a 
42-b 
42-c 
42-d 


Fire — Non-Personal    145,000 

Fire — Hydrant    Service    150,000 

Fire — Equipment    90,000 


1,369,990 
76,392* 
56,920 
75,081 
31,700 


58,300 


Police— Personal     _ 3,095,632 

Police — Contingent    ..._ 9,000 

Police — Non-Personal   74,503 

Police— Equipment    _ 19,900 


Total    Police    Dept $3,199,035 


43 -a  Health,  Centr.    Offlce- 

43-b  Health,  Lighting    

43-c  Health,  Water    

43-d  Health,  Non-Personal 


-Pers 416,320 

2,500 

25,600 

63,950 


44-a 
44-b 


Relief  Home- 
Relief  Home- 


-Personal   123,813 

-Non-Personal  ....      267,900 


46-a     S.    F.    Hospital— Personal 476,130 

46-b     S.   F.   Hospital— Non-Personal..      435,980 


47-a    Emergency    Hosp. 
47-b     Emergency    Hosp. 


-Personal    . 
-Non-Pers.. 


156,900 
23,787 


1,543,021 

4,500 

32,999 

19,681 

$1,600,201 

209,383 

1,639 

9,941 

39,406 

61,790 
129,127 

240,353 
219,423 

82,593 
12,277 


219 


Total    Health    Department $1,992,880         $1,005,932 


55  Publicity    and    Advertising 70,000 

56  Maintenance    of    Blind...- 17,000 

57  Aquarium    45,000 

59     Tax    Judgments    _ 162,318 


Money    Refunded    

Taxes   Refunded    

Commission  on  Rents.. 
General  Fund  1926-27.. 
General    Fund    1925-26.. 


59,126 

7,800 

19,012 

93,591 

1,258 

2,755 

60 

19,232 

337,003 


68,727 

(1,258) 

(2,755) 

(60) 

(19,232) 

(337.003) 


5,689 
436,746 


$    442,435 

25,786 
694 

11.255 

240,979 

10.702 

$    262,936 

7,221 

98,315 

7,040 

1,034 

—  (188) 

$    113,422 

4,267 

$1,245,325 

93,563 
4,921 


Total    Dept.    of    Electricity $    220,370         $    108.578         $  13,308         $      98,484 


1,410,575 
2,608* 
88,080 
74,919 


Total    Fire    Department $3,244,565         $1,610,083         $  58,300        $1,576,182 


1,552,611 

4,500 

41,504 


$        219         $1,598,615 


206,937 

861 

15,659 

24.544 


62,023 
138,773 

235,777 
216,557 

74,307 
11,510 

$    986,948 

10,874 

9,200 

25,988 


Grand  Total $17,818,316         $9,232,737         $902,589         $7,683,092 

♦Appropriation  for  one  fire  boat,  and  expenditures  for  two  fire  boats  shown  here. 
Revenue  for  maintenance  of  second  fire  boat  shown  in  Table  No.  2. 
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The  San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge  Problem 

I.  General  Scope  of  the  Problem 

II.  Types  and  Volume  of  Traffic 

III.  Effect  of  San  Francisco  Bridgehead  on  City  Plans 

IV.  Interests  of  the  East  Bay 
V.  Interests  of  Navigation 
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VII.  Engineering  Problems 
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Issued  by 

San  Francisco 
Bureau  of  Governmental  Research 

68  Post  Street  San  Francisco,  California 


^•em 


The  Sail  Francisco  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  is  a 
non-profit  making  non-political  citizens'  organization,  supported 
entirely  by  San  Francisco  subscribing  taxpayers,  seeking  to  ascer- 
tain and  anahze  the  facts  concerning  municipal  affairs,  and 
endca\()ring  to  work  in  co-operation  with  officials  and  the  public, 
to  achieve  the  best  results  in  the  light  of  facts  and  for  the  best 
interests  of  San  Francisco. 

The  following,  taken  from  the  Constitution  of  the  Jjureau, 
indicates  clearl)'  its  field  and  purpose: 

"Article  2.  Object — The  objects  of  this  organization  shall  be 
to  act  as  an  incorporated,  non-political,  non-profit  making  citizens' 
agency  for  securing  the  highest  obtainable  degree  of  efficiency  and 
economy  in  the  transaction  of  public  business,  particularly  in  the 
municipality  of  San  Francisco,  through  investigating,  collecting, 
classifying,  studying  and  interpreting  facts  concerning  the  powers, 
duties,  actions,  limitations  and  problems  of  the  several  depart- 
ments of  government,  and  making  such  information  available  to 
public  officials  and  citizens;  and  promoting  the  development  of  a 
constructive  program  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  that  shall  be 
based  upon  adequate  knowledge  and  consideration  of  community 
needs,  thereby  encouraging  economy  in  the  conduct  of  public 
business  in  order  that  the  taxpayers  may  be  assured  full  return 
value  in  services  rendered  for  taxes  paid  and  money  spent  in 
governmental  cost  pa^ments;  and  further,  to  do  any  and  all  law- 
ful things  that  may  be  necessary  for  or  conducive  toward  the 
attainment  of  any  and  all  of  the  objects  and  ends  hereinbefore 
expressed." 
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The  San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge  Problem 

I. 

General  Scope  of  Problem 

The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Super vjsors  has  under  consideration  nine- 
teen applications  for  a  crossing  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  filed  with  the  Board 
under  the  State  law  governing  the  erection  of  privately-constructed  and 
-operated  toll  bridges.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  county  on  the 
left  bank  of  the  stream  descending  (in  this  case,  the  San  Francisco  side) 
has  the  power  under  this  law  to  grant  a  franchise  for  such  a  structure  to 
the  applicant  whose  project  and  location  are  deemed  best  to  serve  public 
interests. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  conducted  public  hearings  on  the  applications 
during  August,  September  and  October,  1926,  after  which  various  pro- 
posals of  procedure  were  discussed  without  result  until  February  1 5th, 
1927.  On  that  date  the  Supervisors  authorized  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  to  employ  three  expert  engineers  to  study  the  bridge  problem  in 
conjunction  with  the  City  Engineer  and  to  report  their  findings  to  the 
Supervisors.  The  report,  as  requested,  is  to  include  recommendations  as 
to  the  proper  location  of  a  bridge,  the  types  of  traffic  it  should  carry, 
what  facilities  should  be  provided  at  the  termini,  what  structural  require- 
ments will  be  necessary,  and  what  financial  problems  are  involved.  Its 
findings  are  expected  to  govern  the  Supervisors  in  their  choice  of  location 
and  of  a  project. 

The  bridge  franchise  is  the  most  important  franchise  to  be  granted  by 
the  city  in  decades.  The  immediate  and  future  effect  on  transportation, 
city  plans,  and  commercial  and  industrial  development  will  be  widespread 
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and  permanent.  The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  is  of  the  opinion 
that  a  project  which  is  estimated  to  cost  from  $15,000,000  to  $1 16,000,- 
000,  which  will  take  from  two  to  seven  years  for  construction,  and  which 
will  permanently  effect  the  trend  of  San  Francisco's  development,  is 
obviously  a  matter  on  which  sound  public  information  and  wise  consid- 
eration are  required. 

This  report  by  the  Bureau  on  the  bay  bridge  problem  is  a  compilation 
and  a  summary  of  the  principal  factors  as  brought  out  by  all  the  appli- 
cants for  a  franchise  at  the  public  hearings.  The  effect  is  to  show  the 
many  facets  of  the  problem,  the  diversity  of  interests,  and  the  maze  of 
facts  and  figures  which  all  have  combined  to  create  an  exceedingly  com- 
plex task  for  the  Supervisors  in  their  efforts  to  find  a  solution.  The  report 
plainly  indicates  that  on  many  important  subjects,  where  there  is  a  conflict 
of  opinion  and  of  fact,  or  lack  of  definite  knowledge,  it  is  essential  that 
expert  study  be  made  and  that  the  Supervisors  should  receive  authoritative 
information  before  final  determination  of  the  major  issue. 

It  is  the  hope  of  the  Bureau  that  this  report  will  also  give  to  the  gen- 
eral public  a  more  complete  picture  of  the  entire  bay  bridge  problem  than 
has  heretofore  been  presented  and  will  provide  comprehensive  informa- 
tion which  may  be  of  value  to  citizens  or  organizations  desiring  to  study 
the  question. 

Chief  Factors 

It  will  be  helpful  to  briefly  state  what  the  chief  factors  are  which  will 
govern  the  construction  of  any  crossing  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  They 
include: 

(1)  Types  of  traffic  to  be  carried  and  the  engineering  requirements  for  handling 
estimated   volumes  of   traffic. 

(2)  Effect  of  the  location  of  bridgeheads  on  city  plans,  traffic  volume  and  dis- 
tribution, and  terminal  facilities. 

(3)  Effect  of  locations  on  the  development  of  the  San  Francisco  harbor,  and, 
closely  related  thereto,  the  requirements  of  navigation,  needs  of  the  Navy,  and  the 
province  of  the  War  Department  in  regard  to  a  bay  crossing. 

(4)  Financial  feasibility  from  the  viewpoints  of  cost,  possible  sources  and  amounts 
of  revenue,  ferry  competition,  and  limitations  on  private  or  public  financing. 

It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  Bureau's  purpose  to  recommend  for  or 
against  any  of  the  many  bridge  projects  that  have  been  proposed.  This 
report,  which  has  been  in  charge  of  Alfred  H.  Campion  of  the  Bureau 
staff,  is  limited  to  the  evaluation  of  the  various  factors  relative  to  miy 
bridge,  in  relation  to  all  of  the  proposed  projects. 

It  must  be  understood  that  the  discussion  of  these  factors  and  other 
subjects  pertinent  to  this  report  is  based  only  on  evidence  brought  out  at 
the  bridge  hearings,  and  is  therefore  not  necessarily  the  last  word  on  any 
subject,  nor  are  all  the  factors  of  equal  importance,  nor  do  they  apply 
equally  to  all  of  the  projects. 

Throughout  this  report  the  term  "bay  bridge,"  or  "bay  crossing,"  when 
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used  in  a  general  sense,  is  to  be  understood  as  meaning  a  bay  crossing — 
whether  a  bridge,  combination  bridge  and  viaduct,  combination  bridge 
and  tube,  or  a  tunnel.  All  four  types  are  included  in  the  applications 
pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  continual  reiteration  of 
each  of  the  four  types  in  general  discussion  is  impracticable.  When  spe- 
cifically referred  to,  each  is  designated  according  to  its  type. 

Need  and  Conception  of  a  Bay  Crossing 

The  principal  reasons  for  the  crossing  as  brought  out  at  the  bridge 
hearings  were  the  desire  for  more  adequate  type  of  service  than  the 
present  ferries  because  of  the  potential  danger  attending  ferry  passage 
during  foggy  weather,  the  ensuing  delay,  interruption  to  travel,  incon- 
venience and  transit  time.  Further  reasons  given  were  relief  from  con- 
gestion for  auto  traffic  during  peak  periods  of  travel,  extension  of  the 
rapid  transit  facilities  of  the  East  Bay  to  San  Francisco,  desirability  of 
transcontinental  rail  terminals  in  San  Francisco,  and  possible  saving  in 
cost  of  transportation. 

By  the  variety  of  the  projects  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
each  proponent  has  sought  to  interpret  the  solution  of  the  problem  in  the 
way  believed  by  him  to  be  the  most  comprehensive  and  feasible.  It  is 
recognized  that  the  growth  of  motor  car  travel  and  the  success  of  toll 
bridges  makes  possible  the  consideration  of  a  crossing  of  the  bay.  Some 
applicants  believe  such  tolls  alone  will  justify  the  building  of  a  crossing. 
Others  look  for  added  revenues  from  rapid  transit  trjinsportation,  trans- 
continental passengers  and  freight  and  even  the  carrying  of  conduits  for 
cables,  gas,  and  water. 

The  prospect  of  a  bay  crossing  is  one  of  great  magnitude,  comparable 
with  many  of  the  great  engineering  feats  of  modern  times,  and  has 
attracted  a  host  of  the  leading  bridge  and  tube  experts  of  the  United 
States  and  the  world.  Because  of  the  vastness  of  the  undertaking  in  its 
financial  and  engineering  aspects  and  because  of  the  belief  that  only  one 
such  enterprise  can  be  undertaken  at  least  by  this  generation,  the  com- 
prehensiveness and  financial  feasibility  of  the  projects  should  be  subject 
to  the  closest  technical  and  practical  scrutiny. 

What  such  an  undertaking  means  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region, 
and  the  ideal  which  it  will  achieve,  has  been  pictured  by  Joseph  B.  Strauss, 
an  eminent  engineer  associated  with  one  of  the  bridge  proponents,  in 
these  words: 

"It  is  no  place  for  stereotyped  construction  or  haphazard  guesses.  It  is  a  structure 
that  will  tax  the  resources  of  the  engineer  and  the  resources  of  the  financier  and  the 
resources  of  the  country.  It  should  be  approached  with  the  vision  of  a  city  with 
millions  on  this  great  bay,  a  metropolitan  area  developed  to  its  fullest  extent.  And 
in  that  background  it  should  be  conceived.  And  as  such  it  should  be  conceived  as  a 
thing  of  utility,  like  the  great  bridges  of  New  York  teeming  with  the  life  and 
activity  of  a  great  metropolis.  It  should  be  conceived  as  a  thing  of  beauty  like  the 
Alexander  the  Third  Bridge  at  Paris,  or  the  Palace  Bridge  at  Petrograd.    It  should 
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be  conceived  as  a  tliinjx  enduring  like  the  Alcantara  over  the  Tagus — built  by  the 
Romans,  trampled  by  the  Saracens,  rebuilt  by  Charles  the  Fifth,  blown  up  by  the 
troops  of  Wellington,  and  fought  over  by  the  Carlists,  but  still  today  standing  as 
imperishable   as   the  seven   hills  of   the   Eternal   City   herself. 

"And  so  I  say,  that  in  this  bridge  you  have  an  opportunity  to  create  a  monument, 
a  monument  to  California's  progress,  a  monument  to  California's  foresight  and  to 
San  Francisco's  foresiglit,  and  I  feel  that  that  monument  should  be  one  which  should 
be  worthy  of  the  spirit  which  animates  all  American  institutions,  from  the  Consti- 
tution  down — the   genius  of  America." 

Bay  Bridge  History 

For  many  years  San  Franciscans  have  dreamed  of  a  connection  between 
the  east  and  west  sides  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  But  the  dreams  have  re- 
mained in  the  field  of  fantasy  until  very  recent  years. 

Within  the  last  twenty  years,  several  prominent  engineers  made  studies 
of  bridging  the  bay,  but  it  was  not  until  1916  that  definite  plans  were 
publicly  presented  for  a  bay  bridge  crossing.  In  that  year  the  War 
Department  held  a  hearing  in  San  Francisco  on  the  question.  The  appli- 
cation of  the  Associated  Bridge  Engineers  to  construct  a  bridge  across 
San  Francisco  Bay  from  the  general  vicinity  of  Rincon  Hill  to  the  foot 
of  Adeline  Street  in  Oakland,  was  heard,  as  were  many  other  projects, 
including  the  Fowler  plan  for  huge  spans  across  the  bay  to  Goat  Island. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the  War  Department  decided  that  none 
of  the  bridges  proposed  was  acceptable,  but  that  some  modification  of  a 
combined  bridge  and  tunnel  might  prove  workable.  This  report  was  not 
transmitted  until  about  April  1,  1917,  and  was  "lost  in  the  shuffle"  fol- 
lowing the  advent  of  the  United  States  into  the  World  War  a  few 
days  later. 

Again  in  1921  the  bay  bridge  question  was  renewed.  Then  it  was 
that  a  bridge  district  was  suggested  in  which  the  counties  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, Alameda,  Contra  Costa  and  San  Mateo  were  to  co-operate.  Sev- 
eral hearings  were  held,  but  at  the  final  meeting,  Oakland's  position  was 
stated  as  not  being  interested  in  any  bridge  district  which  proposed  a 
physical  connection  between  Alameda  County  and  San  Francisco  County 
extending  transcontinental  rail  terminals  into  San  Francisco. 

The  War  Department  again  held  hearings  in  connection  with  appli- 
cations filed  at  that  time,  and  the  result  was  the  War  Department  "Rul- 
ing of  1921,"  as  it  is  called.  This  ruled  against  any  bridge  north  of 
Hunter's  Point,  or  any  low  bridge  north  of  San  Mateo,  but  stated  that 
a  tunnel,  or  a  combined  bridge  and  tunnel  crossing  would  be  approved 
under  certain  restrictions.  The  applications  then  before  the  War  Depart- 
ment did  not  conform  to  the  ruling  and  the  matter  was  dropped  for  the 
time  being. 

Early  in  1925  two  applications  for  a  bay  bridge  franchise  were  filed 
with  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Neither  application  conformed  with  the 
restrictions  laid  down  by  the  1921  ruling.  Efforts  on  the  part  of  the 
proponents  to  get  a  new  decision   from  the  War  Department  led  to  a 
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reaffirmation  of  the  1921  stand.  As  the  applicants  could  get  nowhere, 
an  appeal  was  made  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  obtain  a  modification 
from  the  War  Department.  The  applicants  were  told  that  the  Board 
was  loath  to  ask  the  Government  to  change  its  ruling,  but  it  would  ask 
for  a  rehearing  of  the  entire  subject. 

Present  Status  of  Proceedings 

On  the  basis  of  a  resolution  passed  by  the  Board,  the  War  Department 
agreed  to  hold  another  hearing  in  December,  1925,  before  Maj.  J.  W. 
N.  Schultz,  the  present  Army  District  Engineer.  The  report  of  Major 
Schultz  was  sent  to  Washington  in  May  or  June,  1926.  In  June,  upon 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  asking  for  an  early  decision,  Maj.  Gen.  Harry 
Taylor,  Chief  of  Engineers,  replied  that  a  decision  would  be  forthcom- 
ing by  July  10th.  On  July  7th,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  sent  a  letter 
to  the  Secretary  of  War  recommending  adherence  to  the  War  Depart- 
ment policy  of  1921.  The  following  day  a  group  of  San  Francisco 
citizens  requested  a  thirty-day  delay  of  the  decision,  and  subsequently  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  requested  the  War  Department  to  take  no  further 
action  until  requested  by  that  body.  The  War  Department  agreed  to 
grant  a  delay  until  all  interested  parties  had  an  opportunity  to  file  any- 
thing they  cared  to  file  with  the  Department.  Announcement  of  the 
decision  is  still  awaiting  the  request  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Beginning  with  the  two  applications  referred  to  above,  proponents 
filed  applications  for  bridge  franchises  under  the  State  law  until,  by 
August,  1926,  nineteen  were  officially  or  unofficially  before  the  Super- 
visors. Until  early  in  1926  the  applications  were  referred  to  a  committee 
and  hearings  delayed  pending  the  War  Department  decision  on  the  re- 
hearing of  the  1921  ruling.  In  June  the  Board  decided  to  hear  all 
applicants  forthwith,  and  the  date  was  set  for  the  hearings,  previously 
referred  to,  which  began  August  3rd  and  were  concluded  October  26th. 

Since  the  conclusion  of  the  hearings,  the  Supervisors  have  considered 
a  number  of  measures  in  an  effort  to  unite  on  a  policy  or  procedure. 
Several  proposals  failed  for  lack  of  support,  and  others  were  declared 
illegal  by  the  City  Attorney.  One  of  the  first  proposals  was  for  the 
employment  of  three  expert  engineers  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  which 
the  City  Attorney  declared  could  not  be  done  except  through  the  Board 
of  Public  Works,  as  that  body  has  sole  responsibility  by  Charter  for  fur- 
nishing such  information  to  the  Supervisors.  A  proposal  that  the  city 
select  a  site  and  ask  for  bids  for  a  franchise  was  likewise  ruled  illegal  by 
the  City  Attorney,  as  was  a  proposal  to  construct  the  bridge  by  private 
capital  and  contract  on  a  commission  basis. 

A  Special  Bridge  Committee  of  the  Board  later  recommended  that  a 
site  from  Rincon  Hill,  San  Francisco,  to  Seventh  and  Bay  Streets,  Oak- 
land, be  selected  and  presented  to  the  War  Department.  Opposition  to 
this   procedure    developed.     It   was    withdrawn    and    reintroduced,    with 
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modifications  to  include  an  area  from  Rincon  Hill  to  Sixteenth  Street  on 
the  San  Francisco  side  and  from  Seventh  and  Bay  streets,  Oakland,  to 
Pacific  avenue,  Alameda,  on  the  East  Bay  side.  This  proposal  failed  for 
lack  of  sufficient  votes  and  was  followed  by  the  proposal  that  the  Board 
of  Public  Works  select  three  expert  bridge  engineers  from  a  list  to  be 
submitted  by  the  presidents  of  the  four  nearby  universities,  the  engineers 
to  study  the  bridge  problem  and  submit  recommendations. 

On  March  28th  the  Board  of  Public  Works  reported  that  the  three 
engineers  it  has  selected — Robert  Ridgeway  of  New  York,  Prof.  A.  N, 
Talbot  of  the  University  of  Illinois,  and  John  D.  Galloway  of  San  Fran- 
cisco— had  agreed  to  undertake  the  proposed  study.  The  Board  of  Su- 
pervisors passed  to  print  an  ordinance  authorizing  their  employment  and 
appropriating  $25,000  for  fees  and  expenses.  In  addition  to  the  origin- 
al scope  of  the  study,  it  was  specified  that  the  report  contain  first,  second 
and  third  choices  of  the  preferable  locations. 

Since  the  conclusion  of  the  hearings,  two  additional  applicants  for 
franchise  were  officially  filed  with  the  Board.  One  was  by  Frank  E. 
Webb  for  a  bridge  from  Hunter's  Point  to  Bay  Farm  Island,  and  the 
other  was  by  H.  S.  Henion  for  a  bridge  from  Second  and  Berry  streets  to 
Eighth  and  Peralta  streets,  Oakland.  As  these  projects  have  not  been 
given  a  hearing  by  the  Board,  and  the  details  of  their  plans  have  not  been 
made  public,  they  have  not  been  considered  in  the  compilation  of  this  re- 
port. They  may,  however,  be  given  consideration  in  the  expert  engi- 
neers' study  as  projects  which  are  officially  on  file. 

Procedure  for  Granting  a  Franchise 

The  State  law  (known  as  the  Act  of  1881),  which  provides  for  the 
awarding  a  franchise  for  a  toll  bridge  to  a  private  party  or  corporation, 
specifies  the  procedure  which  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  followed  in 
the  receiving  of  applications  for  a  franchise  and  the  public  hearings  there- 
on. Other  methods  of  building  a  bridge  are  permissible,  but  inasmuch  as 
the  factors  presented  at  the  bridge  hearings,  on  which  this  report  is  based, 
were  projected  on  the  prospect  of  an  award  of  a  private  toll  bridge 
franchise,  these  other  methods  are  separately  discussed  in  the  latter  part 
of  the  report. 

By  this  Act,  the  life  of  a  franchise  is  fixed  at  not  more  than  50  years, 
at  the  expiration  of  which  time  the  bridge  becomes  public  property.  The 
Act  also  provides  that  the  bridge  may  be  purchased  by  a  county,  or  the 
counties  connected,  at  any  time  within  five  years  of  completion  or  after 
ten  years  on  payment  of  fair  cash  value,  the  value  to  be  determined  by 
a  commission  composed  of  three  persons  named  by  the  franchise  holder, 
three  persons  by  the  county  and  one  person  named  by  the  Superior  Court. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
has  the  exclusive  right  to  award  a  franchise  for  a  toll  bridge  across  San 
Francisco  Bay,  according  to  the  Act  of   1881.    The  prospective  bridge 
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builder  must  publish  notice  of  application  for  six  weeks  before  the  Super- 
visors can  officially  consider  it. 

Under  the  law,  the  Board  must  conduct  hearings  where  any  person 
may  appear  and  be  heard.  The  Board  has  the  power  to  select  the  loca- 
tion of  the  bridge,  to  fix  a  bond  for  faithful  construction  and  operation, 
fix  a  license  tax  of  not  more  than  10  per  cent  of  the  annual  tolls  or 
$100  a  month,  and  fix  the  amount  of  tolls.  The  Board  may  also  require 
the  bridge  to  be  constructed  within  a  certain  time,  to  be  of  a  certain 
width  and  character,  and  constructed  of  certain  materials. 

In  addition  to  the  provisions  of  the  law,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may 
be  governed  in  its  choice  of  applicants  by  a  host  of  other  considerations 
appertaining  to  its  feasibility,  many  of  which  this  report  will  attempt  to 
enumerate.  While  the  Board  is  given  considerable  latitude  by  the  State 
law  in  determining  the  terms  of  the  franchise,  and  the  particular  project 
it  favors,  it  is  restricted  in  its  choice  of  an  applicant  to  the  owner  of  the 
property  on  which  the  bridgehead  on  the  left  bank  is  proposed  to  be 
located,  if  such  owner  desires  to  build  a  bridge.  The  law  gives  such  an 
owner  a  preferential  right. 

When  the  Board  is  prepared  to  proceed  with  any  definite  proposition, 
it  must  notify  the  State  Engineer,  who,  according  to  the  law,  is  given 
ten  days  in  which  to  fix  the  width  of  the  draw  (if  any)  and  the  length 
of  the  spans.  After  the  granting  of  a  franchise  to  the  applicant  who,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Board,  will  provide  the  best  possible  bridge,  all  factors 
considered,  the  official  action  of  the  Board  terminates. 

Procedure  of  Franchise  Holder 

The  successful  applicant,  however,  before  proceeding  with  construc- 
tion, must  first  make  borings  to  test  foundation  conditions  in  event  of  a 
bridge  and  determine  subaqueous  conditions  in  event  of  a  tube,  before 
plans  can  be  properly  submitted  to  the  War  Department  for  a  permit. 
The  cost  of  the  necessary  borings  has  been  variously  estimated  as  from 
$75,000  to  $300,000,  and  the  time  required  to  complete  as  from  six 
months  to  one  year. 

The  War  Department,  by  Act  of  Congress,  has  been  given  jurisdiction 
over  all  obstructions  in  navigable  waterways  in  the  interest  of  the  regula- 
tion of  commerce.  It  has  authority  to  approve  of  the  dimensions  of  the 
horizontal  and  vertical  clearances  of  spans  of  that  portion  of  bridges 
which  cross  navigable  waters,  the  proper  compensation  for  tidal  flow  and 
other  navigation  requirements;  such  approval  to  be  signed  by  both  the 
Secretary  of  War  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  to  be  given  only 
when  the  application  is  in  the  proper  form  and  has  the  proper  State 
authority — in  this  case  the  sanction  of  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  State  Engineer, 
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The  applicant,  after  receiving  a  franchise  from  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors, must  prepare  a  blank  form  with  the  necessary  information  required 
by  the  War  Department  and  file  it  with  the  local  army  district  engineer, 
who,  after  a  public  hearing,  will  submit  a  report  with  his  recommenda- 
tions to  his  immediate  superior,  the  division  engineer.  If  approved  by  the 
division  engineer,  all  the  official  papers  on  the  subject  are  then  to  be  sent 
to  the  office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  at  Washington,  D.  C,  where 
they  are  again  reviewed,  and  when  found  to  be  in  such  shape  as  can  be 
approved,  are  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  War  and  Chief  of  Engineers 
for  signing. 

Various  bridge  proponents  have  estimated  that  the  time  which  will  be 
necessary  to  obtain  the  War  Department's  decision  will  be  from  three 
months  to  one  year.  On  obtaining  the  War  Department's  permit,  if 
granted,  the  proposed  bridge  builder  is  then  in  position  to  complete 
engineering  plans  in  conformance  with  the  permit  and  submit  them  to 
financial  interests  for  financing.  Not  until  all  these  steps  are  taken  can 
actual  construction  start. 

While  the  Board  has  formally  carried  nineteen  applications  for  a  bay 
crossing  on  its  calendar,  only  seventeen  comply  officially  with  the  State 
law,  and  two  of  these,  the  applications  of  Robert  E.  Fitzgerald  and 
Thomas  E.  Slaven,  have  been  withdrawn.  One  application,  that  of  the 
Fowler  Engineering  Corporation,  has  never  completed  its  official  adver- 
tising and  cannot  receive  formal  consideration.  The  tunnel  application 
of  O.  A.  Ellis  has  been  considered  with  the  other  applicants,  although 
the  State  law  regarding  toll  bridges  and  empowering  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors the  right  to  grant  a  franchise  cannot  apply  to  it.  Of  the  fifteen 
applications  which  may  be  further  considered,  three  represent  alternative 
or  optional  proposals  by  the  proponents  of  other  projects,  so  that,  in  effect, 
the  Board  has  twelve  distinct  locations  from  which  to  make  a  final 
selection. 

A  description  of  the  proposed  projects,  together  with  a  table  and  map 
showing  their  relative  locations,  is  appended  to  this  report. 
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II. 

Types  and  Volume  of  Traffic 

Probably  the  first  interest  of  San  Francisco  in  a  bay  crossing  is  the 
character  of  traffic  such  a  connection  should  carry.  Upon  that  determi- 
nation depends  its  location,  size,  cost,  and  facilities,  the  effect  it  will  have 
on  the  established  modes  of  travel,  and  the  future  development  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  Bay  region.  Types  of  traffic  advocated  are:  Vehicu- 
lar, rapid  transit  (East  Bay  electric  lines),  transcontinental  railroads, 
pedestrian  and  conduits. 

Some  bridges  provided  for  pedestrian  walks.  Most  did  not  because 
the  length  discourages  such  traffic,  and  the  cost  would  not  be  justified. 
The  principal  reason  given  for  such  provision  was  for  emergency  use. 
This  was  particularly  true  of  the  tube  projects. 

One  type  of  bridge  service  not  coming  under  the  general  head  of 
"Types  of  Traffic,"  is  the  carrying  of  conduits.  At  least  one  proponent 
favored  carrying  telephone,  telegraph,  and  power  cables,  pneumatic  mail 
tubes  and  water  mains.  Other  proponents  opposed  such  service  as  un- 
wise, water  or  oil  pipes  being  heavy  and  adding  to  the  cost,  and  cables 
being  a  source  of  inconvenience. 

Vehicular  Traffic 

All  projects  provided  for  vehicular  traffic.  Nearly  all  proponents 
would  depend  on  proposed  tolls  on  vehicles  as  the  main  source  of  revenue, 
and  some  contended  that  vehicular  traffic  alone  would  justify  a  bridge.  A 
vehicular  bridge  is  needed,  proponents  stated,  because  of  the  potential 
hazard  of  accident  on  vehicular  ferries,  the  inability  of  present  vehicular 
ferry  service  to  keep  pace  with  the  growth  of  vehicular  traffic,  the  greater 
facility  such  a  connection  will  give  to  that  traffic,  and  the  large  amount 
of  new  traffic  which  has  accrued  whenever  any  bridge  which  has  good 
terminal  facilities  and  reasonable  tolls  has  been  built  over  a  locality  with 
an  existing  ferry.  Probable  increase  in  the  motor  passenger  and  freight 
business  to  and  from  San  Francisco  was  cited  as  another  factor. 

Much  evidence  was  presented  by  bridge  proponents  on  the  amount  of 
vehicular  traffic  a  bay  crossing  may  be  expected  to  carry  and  the  size 
of  roadways  adequate  for  that  traffic.  Estimates  of  the  future  growth 
of  automobile  traffic  may  be  considered  as  conjectural,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  furnishing  data  upon  which  to  base  prospective  bridge  tolls  and 
for  the  determination  of  the  proper  width  of  a  vehicular  roadway,  it  was 
necessary  for  every  proponent  to  seriously  study  this  subject. 

Considerations  involved  are:  What  basis  shall  be  taken  for  estimating 
growth  of  vehicular  traffic;  what  will  be  the  volume  of  traffic;  what 
roadway  will  be  necessary  to  handle  that  volume;  and  what  methods  are 
known  for  the  determination  of  that  capacity? 

Vehicular  Traffic  Estimates 

A  basis  for  determining  the  probable  growth  of  vehicular  traffic,  with 
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an  accompanying  table  of  estimated  traffic  volume  by  years,  was  given  by 
George  Calder,  resident  engineer  of  the  Carquinez  bridge,  in  the  presen- 
tation of  the  first  project  to  be  heard  by  the  Board.  Many  of  the  other 
proponents  accepted  his  statements,  which  were  in  part  as  follows: 

"I  am  trying  to  develop  the  predicted  traffic  in  the  coming  years.  That  traffic 
would  normally  increase  both  with  the  increase  in  population  of  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia and  the  metropolitan  bay  areas,  and  it  will  also  increase  as  the  numbers  of 
the  inhabitants  per  automobile  in  the  State  decreases.  We  have  not  proved,  but 
we  have  shown,  from  the  Carquinez  bridge  studies,  that  we  are  approaching  a  point 
when  the  number  of  inhabitants  per  automobile  has  about  reached  the  limit  of  de- 
crease, if  I  might  say  it  that  way. 

In  other  words,  in  the  early  days  of  automobiles  in  California,  in  1910,  there  was 
one  automobile  for  58  inhabitants  and  by  the  year  1923  or  1924  that  had  dropped 
to  one  automobile  for  every  3.3  inhabitants,  and  the  tendency  of  that  ratio  between 
number  of  inhabitants  and  automobiles  is  decreasing  because  you  see,  if  you  would 
continue  it  along,  you  would,  in  time,  come  to  a  point  where  you  would  have  two 
automobiles  for  every  person.  Some  people  say  that  that  may  obtain  in  California 
at  some  time,  but  I  think  a  conservative  estimater  on  traffic  would  probably  not 
go  much  further  than  saying  that  there  might  be  one  automobile  for  every  person 
or  every  two  persons.  On  Carquinez  we  based  ours  on  one  automobile  in  the  year 
1926  for  every  lYz  persons.  Then  after  you  reach  a  saturation  point  of  so  many 
automobiles,  from  then  on  the  number  of  automobiles,  or  the  atuomobile  registra- 
tion of  the  State,  will  increase  normally  with  the  increase  in  population  of  the  State, 
and  those  are  the  lines  upon  which  we  have  predicted  traffic  across  San  Francisco  Bay. 

We  have  found  that  automobile  business  on  ferries  with  good  terminal  facilities 
and  with  a  constant  toll,  increases  almost  directly  or  parallel  with  the  increase  in 
automobile  registration  in  the  State.  Of  course,  this  happens:  That  when  lines  of 
communications  are  established  by  tolls,  and  a  constant  toll  is  maintained,  that  con- 
ditions persist  that  the  automobile  business  on  the  ferries  increases  with  the  general 
automobile  registration  in  the  State,  but  if  the  toll  is  reduced,  why  then  there  is  a 
sudden  increase  in  the  amount  of  business  that  the  utility  will  do.  And  after  that 
increase  is  then  established,  then  it  goes  on  and  increases  normally  with  the  increase 
in  automobile  traffic." 

In  applying  his  formula,  Mr.  Calder  assumed  that  the  normal  increase 
in  automobile  registration  in  the  State  is  about  12  per  cent  a  year.  The 
number  of  automobiles  crossing  the  bay  in  1925  was  placed  at  1,560,- 
000.  It  was  assumed  that  no  bridge  would  be  completed  until  at  least 
1930,  when  the  total  automobile  traffic  was  estimated  to  reach  3,500,000 
annually. 

On  the  assumptions  that  a  bridge  is  opened  in  1931,  that  the  sudden 
increase  in  traffic  incident  to  the  building  of  the  bridge  will  amount  to 
30  percent,  and  that  that  increase  will  not  occur  in  one  year,  (Mr.  Calder 
distributed  the  increase  over  three  years,  that  is,  10  percent  of  it  each 
year),  the  traffic  figure  for  1931  was  estimated  as  4,132,000.  Carrying 
these  estimates  to  1945,  the  predicated  growth  by  years  was  given  as: 

ESTIMATED  VEHICULAR  TRAFFIC  BY  YEARS 

1932.-  4,744,000           1937--     6,676,000  1942.._   8,216,000 

1933-..  5,456,000           1938 6,986,000  1943-..  8,516,000 

1934____  5,756,000           1939 7,296,000  1944....  8,816,000 

1935--  6,056,000           1940 7,606,000  1945....  9,106,000 

1936....  6,366,000  1941 7,916,000 
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The  only  estimate  of  traffic  beyond  1945  projected  by  any  proponent 
was  that  11,000,000  vehicles  would  be  using  the  bay  crossing  in   1950. 

As  an  example  of  the  new  traffic  which  may  be  expected  to  accrue  with 
the  opening  of  a  bridge,  one  proponent  cited  the  experience  of  the 
Philadelphia-Camden  bridge,  opened  in  1926,  where  it  was  estimated 
that  the  annual  traffic  would  be  about  4,500,000  vehicles,  but  which  may 
exceed  6,000,000  the  first  year,  based  on  the  volume  carried  the  first  two 
months. 

Vehicular  Load  Factor  and  Traffic  Lanes 

To  determine  the  capacity  of  any  bridge,  engineers  apply  the  principle 
of  the  load  factor.  The  formula  used  by  several  proponents  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Number  of  lanes  x  miles  per  hour  x  feet  per  mile 

=Number  of  cars  per  hour 

Foot  spacing  of  cars. 

Having  determined  the  number  of  cars  per  hour,  or  peak  capacity,  it  is 
multiplied  by  12.2  (the  figures  used  for  New  York  bridges)  to  get  the 
average  daily  traffic,  and  the  daily  traffic  by  365  days  to  get  the  yearly 
traffic  (in  order  that  full  measure  be  allowed  for  all-year  service  and 
week-end  peak  loads.) 

Proponents  differed  on  the  speed  and  spacing  of  cars  on  a  bridge. 
One  estimate  was  based  on  a  speed  of  20  miles  an  hour  and  forty  feet 
apart.  Another  more  conservative  estimate,  apparently  contemplating 
considerable  slow-moving  truck  traffic,  used  a  speed  average  of  12  miles 
an  hour  and  50-foot  spacing.  The  result  is  that  one  estimate  provided 
for  almost  twice  as  many  cars  as  the  other  by  applying  the  load  factor 
principle. 

Bridge  proponents  specified  traffic  lanes  for  their  projects  according  to 
their  interpretation  of  the  load  factor.  One  project,  which  provided 
only  two  lanes  for  vehicular  traffic,  was  estimated  to  have  a  peak  capacity 
of  7,200,000  vehicles  annually;  while  another,  with  the  same  number  of 
lanes  was  estimated  to  have  an  annual  peak  capacity  of  11,500,000  ve- 
hicles. One  project  with  four  lanes  was  estimated  to  have  an  annual  peak 
capacity  of  25,000,000  vehicles,  another  with  the  same  number  of  lanes 
was  said  to  be  sufficient  for  17,000,000  vehicles  annually,  while  one  pro- 
ponent of  a  project  with  six  lanes  estimated  the  annual  peak  capacity  at 
16,000,000  vehicles. 

While  a  majority  of  the  projects  provided  for  four  or  six  vehicle  lanes, 
others  provided  for  eight  and  nine  lanes,  and  one  contemplated  two  45- 
foot  roadways.  Project  proponents  who  provided  for  only  four  lanes 
argued  that  even  the  most  conservative  estimate  of  peak  cafacky  was 
nearly  twice  the  estimated  possible  traffic  for  the  first  twenty-five  years 
of  the  life  of  a  bridge,  and  that  more  lanes  would  be  a  waste  of  money 
and  would  necessitate  higher  tolls. 
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One  proponent  who  advocated  six  lanes  called  attention  to  the  efforts 
being  made  to  provide  additional  lanes  (roadway  width)  for  traffic  down 
the  Peninsula,  where  he  asserted  a  40-foot  roadway  is  not  sufficient  for 
what  he  estimated  to  be  an  annual  traffic  of  less  than  6,000,000  vehicles, 
and  where  the  potential  increase  in  traffic  will  not  be  as  great  as  for  a  bay 
crossing.  The  same  proponent  also  submitted  that  the  probable  large  in- 
crease in  slow-moving  truck  traffic  which  a  bridge  would  stimulate  should 
be  considered  in  all  estimates  of  vehicular-lane  requirements.  One  sug- 
gestion was  that  provision  be  made  for  an  "unbalanced"  number  of  lanes 
to  provide  a  larger  number  of  lanes  for  traffic  in  the  direction  of  the 
greatest  flow,  and  such  allotment  of  lanes  to  be  changed  as  the  direction 
of  the  prevailing  traffic  changed. 

The  width  of  the  proposed  traffic  lanes  varied,  ten  feet  being  the  usual 
width  decided  upon,  but  others  of  nine  and  one-half  and  nine  feet  were 
specified.  The  argument  for  10-foot  lanes  was  that  they  are  the  State 
standard  and  that  modern  busses,  eight  to  nine  feet  wide,  will  use  the 
bridge.  Practically  all  proponents  agreed  to  build  the  vehicular  roadway 
to  any  width  believed  essential. 

Rapid  Transit  Traffic 

Provision  for  extending  the  rapid-transit  facilities  of  the  East  Bay  to 
San  Francisco  was  made  by  practically  all  the  bridge  proponents,  on  the 
basis  that  any  bridge  crossing  will  be  incomplete  which  does  not  serve  San 
Francisco's  large  commuting  population  that  now  uses  the  transbay  fer- 
ries. The  providing  of  such  service  was  declared  to  be  an  economic 
necessity,  due  to  the  "appalling  loss  of  time"  which  the  present  service 
entails.  The  benefit  of  uninterrupted  travel  from  the  home  districts  to 
the  business  district  was  also  stressed. 

One  proponent  stated  that  rapid-transit  creates  the  paramount  need  for 
a  bridge,  but  that  if  rapid-transit  business  alone  was  available,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  finance  the  project.  Another  declared  that  rapid  transit 
would  be  the  chief  support  of  a  bridge  if  the  location  was  such  as  to  give 
that  service  the  maximum  benefit.  Proponents  generally  estimated  that 
it  would  cost  from  $5,000,000  to  $25,000,000  additional  (over  the  cost 
of  a  vehicular  traffic  bridge)  to  equip  a  bridge  for  rapid-transit  use. 

The  number  of  passengers  transported  by  ferries  across  San  Francisco 
Bay  in  1925,  excluding  auto  ferry  passengers,  was  reported  by  the  United 
States  Inspector  of  Steam  Vessels  as  40,625,636.  This  corresponds  close- 
ly with  the  State  Railroad  Commission  report  of  41,000,000.  One 
bridge  proponent  estimated  that  50,000,000  would  cross  the  bay  in  1935. 

Bridge  proponents  proposed  to  provide  two,  three,  and  four  tracks  to 
handle  this  traffic.  One  tube  proponent  declared  that  two  rapid  transit 
tracks  would  be  sufficient,  on  the  basis  that  10-car  trains,  carrying  100 
passengers  each,  on  one-minute  headway,  would  carry  60,000  passengers 
an  hour,  as  compared  with  12,000  commuters  now  leaving  San  Francisco 
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between  5  and  6  P.  M.  daily.      One  proponent  stated  that  four  rapid 

transit  tracks  would  be  necessary  by  1945.      No  estimates  were  given  as 

to  the  basis  of  the  assumption. 

As  to  the  distribution  of  commuter  traffic  in  San  Francisco,  a  traffic 

count  taken  at  the  Ferry  Building  on  August   17,   1926,  between   7:30 

and  9:05  A.  M.,  showed  6,845  leaving  the  building  by  street  cars  and 

12,680  walked.     The  conclusion  drawn  was  that  the  65  per  cent  of  the 

present    commuting    traffic    is    within    walking    distance    of    the    Ferry 

Building.  , 

Transcontinental  Railroad  Traffic 

The  question  of  providing  for  transcontinental  passenger  and  freight 
service  was  one  of  the  chief  controversial  points  at  the  bridge  hearings. 
Ten  proponents  included  provision  for  transcontinental  train  service  in 
their  major  plans,  five  others  provided  for  such  service  conditionally,  or 
in  optional  plans.  Some  of  these  would  include  transcontinental  service 
only  upon  agreement  by  the  railroads  to  use  and  pay  the  proportionate  cost 
of  such  service.  Some  provided  for  both  transcontinental  passenger  and 
freight  transportation,  while  others  excluded  freight.  One  proponent 
practically  precluded  transcontinental  service. 

The  advantage  of  San  Francisco  being  a  transcontinental  train  termin- 
us in  fact  is  one  of  the  chief  benefits  to  be  derived  from  a  transbay 
bridge,  according  to  the  statements  of  several  of  the  Supervisors.  The 
contention  was  made  by  them  that  it  would  be  better  to  have  no  bridge 
at  this  time,  unless  it  is  one  which  would  give  the  City  such  service,  if 
at  all  possible. 

Proponents  who  planned  to  serve  transcontinental  rail  traffic  stated 
that  the  higher  cost  of  a  bridge  to  carry  heavy  railroad  trains  would  not 
be  excessive;  that  the  cost  would  be  well  worth  while  in  order  that  San 
Francisco  should  have  a  rail  terminal  commensurate  with  her  position 
and  her  expected  growth  as  a  great  metropolis;  and  that  such  service 
should  not  be  denied  her.  Practically  all  proponents,  in  making  esti- 
mates for  transcontinental  railroad  traffic,  contemplated  electrical  trac- 
tion into  San  Francisco,  and  that  such  rail  facilities  would  be  jointly  used 
by  all  roads. 

Proponents  not  favoring  transcontinental  traffic  in  their  major  plans, 
based  their  position  chiefly  on  the  added  cost,  which  was  said  to  be  from 
$5,000,000  to  $30,000,000,  if  provided  for  in  addition  to  rapid  transit 
tracks.  Some  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  railroads  could  not  pay  their 
share  of  this  added  cost,  and  that  if  they  did  not,  the  burden  would  have 
to  be  tranferred  to  vehicular  tolls,  which  would  render  these  excessive. 
Several  proponents  declared  that  if  an  adequate  return  on  the  added  cost 
of  construction  necessar}'  for  a  bridge  to  carry  railroad  traffic  was  not 
available,  it  would  be  impossible  to  finance  a  project,  as  such  an  addition 
to  the  capital  cost  would  make  a  project  less  attractive  as  a  privatelv- 
financed  venture. 
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One  suggestion  was  made  that  transcontinental  rail  traffic  could  be 
better  served  by  a  tunnel  for  railroad  purposes  only,  to  be  built  inde- 
pendently of  a  highway  bridge  and  at  some  time  in  the  future  when  traffic 
demands  such  service.  It  was  stated  that  a  tunnel  would  be  cheaper  for 
railroad  purposes,  particularly  because  a  tunnel  entrance  enhances  the 
value  of  property,  while  a  bridge  approach  destroys  property,  this  being 
cited  as  the  experience  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  when  plans  were 
made  for  its  entry  into  New  York. 

Another  proposal  to  solve  the  transcontinental  rail  service  problem 
separately  from  vehicular  traffic  was  that  a  second  bridge  could  be  built 
paralleling  the  first,  and  exclusively  for  rail  traffic,  at  such  a  time  as  the 
railroads  would  finance  such  a  bridge.  It  was  said  that  a  second  bridge 
would  not  cost  more  than  the  added  cost  of  providing  for  transcontinen- 
tal rail  traffic  on  a  single  bridge,  (which  was  disputed  by  proponents  of 
other  projects)  nor  would  such  a  bridge  add  any  new  obstruction  to  navi- 
gation. 

Other  proposals  to  eliminate  the  cost  of  building  a  bridge  heavy  enough 
for  transcontinental  rail  traffic  were  that  the  passenger  terminals  on  the 
East  Bay  side  could  be  served  with  motor  coaches  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  transports  passengers  between  its  Jersey 
City  terminals  and  central  Manhattan  Island  points,  and  that  a  rail  pas- 
senger terminal  might  be  built  on  reclaimed  land  north  of  Goat  Island, 
connecting  with  a  Goat  Island  bridge. 

Some  stress  was  given  to  the  argument  of  location  as  efiFecting  railroad 
use  of  the  bridge,  one  viewpoint  being  that  that  any  route  which  does  not 
utilize  present  railroad  terminal  property  and  provide  quicker  transporta- 
tion than  the  present  ferries  will  not  be  used.  The  other  viewpoint  was 
that  the  railroads  would  use  any  bridge,  competition  being  one  of  the  rea- 
sons, particularly  as  a  vehicular  bridge  would  give  great  impetus  to  motor 
bus  transportation. 

Transcontinental  Railroad  Passengers 
The  number  of  trains  carrying  San  Francisco  passengers  which  now 
arrive  and  depart  on  the  East  Bay  was  given  as  follows: 

Southern   Pacific   34 

Western    Pacific    4 

Santa  Fe  10 

Sacramento  Short  Line  12 

Total   trains  daily  both  ways 60 

These  were  the  number  of  trains  estimated  to  use  a  bay  crossing  if  all 
railroads  would  make  San  Francisco  their  terminal. 

The  average  number  of  passengers  carried  by  these  trains  was  placed  at 
365,000  annually  by  one  proponent,  and  at  1,400,000  annually  by  an- 
other proponent. 
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Two  tracks  will  be  sufficient  for  all  San  Francisco  traffic  needs,  ex- 
cluding freight,  for  the  next  fifty  years,  stated  another  proponent,  the 
two  tracks  to  have  a  capacity  of  150,000  passengers  a  day,  both  rapid 
transit  and  transcontinental  rail  lines  using  the  same  tracks  by  use  of  a 
modern  block  system. 

Transcontinental  Railroad  Freight 

While  a  majority  of  the  bridge  proponents  elected  to  provide  for 
transcontinental  railroad  passenger  traffic,  many  eliminated  the  handling 
of  freight  traffic.  The  principal  argument  for  freight  haul  was  that 
San  Francisco  should  have  the  advantages  of  complete  rail  terminal  fa- 
cilities. On  the  other  handy  freight  haul  was  opposed  as  out  of  the  ques- 
tion because  of  ( 1 )  the  cost  incident  to  the  scrapping  of  present  East  Bay 
freight  terminals  and  the  purchase  of  added  terminal  yards  on  the  San 
Francisco  side  of  the  bay,  (2)  the  added  cost  of  handling,  particularly 
on  those  bridge  projects  where  grades  of  three  to  four  per  cent  would 
be  necessary,  and  (3)  the  fact  that  the  locating  of  a  bridge  suitable  for 
freight  would  be  at  the  expense  of  service  to  the  commuter.  It  was 
pointed  out  that  in  the  New  York  situation,  where  the  question  of  bridges 
and  tubes  is  comparable  to  San  Francisco,  freight  and  passenger  terminals 
are  entirely  separate. 

It  was  also  stated  that  the  present  methods  of  handling  freight  in  San 
Francisco  cannot  be  improved  upon,  as  only  four  per  cent  of  San  Fran- 
cisco's area  is  adaptable  to  railroad  use,  and  that  steam  railroads  have  more 
skill  in  taking  care  of  their  own  problems,  than  could  be  hoped  for  if 
these  were  handled  as  incidental  to  the  ordinary  management  of  a  bridge. 

Figures  on  the  volume  of  San  Francisco  transcontinental  freight  pre- 
sented by  one  proponent  were: 

Average   number   of    freight  cars  arriving   in   San   Francisco   via 
Southern  Pacific,  daily  340 

Average    number   outbound,    daily 370 

Total  average  daily  traffic 710 

It  was  estimated  that  other  railroads  would  add  30  to  40  per  cent  to 
this  total. 

Movements  of  freight  in  and  out  of  San  Francisco  were  given  as  fol- 
lows: 85  per  cent  by  Dumbarton  bridge,  7/4'  per  cent  by  Coast  lines,  and 
7/4'  per  cent  ferried  across  bay.  Freight  ferried  across  the  bay  is  classi- 
fied to  a  large  extent  in  yards  now  maintained  by  the  railroads  in  the 
East  Bay  district  and  is  distributed  in  San  Francisco  at  night. 

Attitude  of  Railroads  Towards  Use  of  Bridge 

Whether  the  railroads  would  participate  in  the  use  of  a  bay  crossing 
in  view  of  inevitable  increased  cost  was  one  factor  upon  which  much  con- 
flicting evidence  was  presented.      Many  of  the  proponents  who  provided 
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for  transcontinental  rail  traffic  in  their  major  plans  took  the  position  that 
the  railroads  would  not  stand  in  the  path  of  progress  by  refusing  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  advantages  which  the  proponents  believe  would  accrue 
from  a  transbay  bridge. 

One  proponent  went  so  far  as  to  say: 

"At  least  one  transcontinental  railroad  will  use  the  bridge,  and,  if  one  uses  it, 
then  in  self  defense,  all  of  them  will  use  it.  We  will  guarantee  that  one  will  use 
it,  and  we  will  almost  guarantee  that  the  three  will  use  it." 

These  remarks  had  reference  to  a  particular  project  and  may  not  apply 
to  all. 

Those  who  held  forth  for  an  agreement  with  the  railroads  before 
providing  for  such  class  of  service  were  represented  by  the  proponent 
who  said: 

"No  bridge  proponent  who  has  been /'before  this  Board  can  construct  a  bridge  to 
provide  for  transcontinental  traffic,  because  of  the  enormous  cost  that  it  would  take, 
unless  he  had  a  written  I  contract  with  the  transcontinental  lines  beforehand,  that  they 
would  use  the  bridge  for  transcontinental  traffic.  That  same  proposition  came 
up  at  Kansas  City  and  they  built  a  bridge  kthat  has  never  been  used  for  ten  years 
because  railroads  did  not  use  it." 

Another  proponent  pointed  out  that  private  capital  would  want  to  be 
shown  that  the  railroads  will  use  a  bridge,  if  built  sufficient  for  rail 
traffic,  particularly  in  the  face  of  facts  that  the  railroads  are  still  extend- 
ing their  ferry  systems.  He  cited  the  example  of  St.  Louis,  where  the 
first  bridge  built  across  the  Mississippi  river  at  that  point  expressly  for  rail 
purposes  was  not  used  by  the  railroads  for  some  time  because  no  specific 
agreement  was  entered  into  beforehand. 

It  is  recognized,  because  of  the  preponderance  of  its  service,  that  the 
attitude  of  the  Southern  Pacific  is  an  essential  factor.  A  letter,  which 
was  considered  as  expressing  the  official  attitude  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company,  and  which  is  in  the  records  of  the  bridge  hearings,  says  in  part: 

"The  Southern  Pacific  Company,  deemed  the  largest  carrier  in  this  vicinity,  is 
vitally  interested  in  transportation  facilities  across  the  bay,  and  has  given  the  matter 
a  great  deal  of  study  from  an  engineering  and  traffic  standpoint.  We  are  convinced 
that  the  present  population  and  traffic  does  not  justify  the  expenditure  of  the  large 
amount  necessary  to  provide  a  bay  crossing  at  this  time,  and  when  it  does,  only  one 
bridge  should  be  constructed.  Such  a  bridge  should  be  so  located  as  to  connect  up 
with  the  well  defined  lines  of  traffic  on  each  side  of  the  bay,  so  as  to  ser%'e  all  dis- 
tricts with  equal  facilities.  The  East  Bay  cities  are  spread  out  in  such  a  manner 
that  to  serve  them  requires  a  bridge  to  be  located  on  the  same  general  line  as  the 
present  ferry  traffic,  and  on  the  San  Francisco  side,  traffic  lines  and  business  interests 
have  developed  to  take  care  of  traffic  that  enters  the  city  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Ferry 
Building." 

The  question  of  whether  railroad  participation  is  possible  caused  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  during  the  course  of  the  hearings,  to  propound  a 
question  to  the  City  Attorney  to  this  efi^ect: 

If  a  franchise  is  granted  on  estimates  for  bringing  in  transcontinental  railway 
trains,  and  on  investigation  it  was  found  that  railroads  could  not  be  interested  and 
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electric  railroad  lines  could  not  be  >  interested  to  cross  the  bay,  would  it  be  within 
the  right  of  the  grantee  to  erect  only  a  vehicular  bridge? 

The  City  Attorney,  as  yet,  has  not  given  the  Board  an  opinion  on  the 
question. 


The  wide  divergence  in  the  facts  'presented  by  the  bridge  frofonents 
on  what  should  be  the  capacity  of  a  transbay  connection  mahes  it  evident 
that  expert  study  must  furnish  a  sound  fact-basis  before  the  Board  of  Su- 
pervisors will  be  in  a  position  to  act  intelligently  on  this  phase  of  the 
bridge  problem.  Among  tlie  questions  on  which  expert  engineers  can  re- 
port to  the  Supervisors  are:  (1)  Does  vehicular  traffic  alone  justify  a 
bridge?  (2)  Does  rapid-transit  tragic  justify  its  inclusion?  (3)  Does 
transcontinental  rail  traffic  justify  inclusion?  {\^  If  transcontinental  rail 
traffic  is  to  be  included^  should  both  passengers  and  freight  be  carried^ 
and  what  number  of  tracks  should  be  provided?  (5)  What  will  be  the 
numher  of  vehicular  lanes  necessary ^  and  their  width,  based  on  proper 
application  of  the  load  factor  and  the  determination  of  what  extra  cost 
would  be  involved  in  providing  for  lanes  for  possiblei  future  develop- 
rrvent  of  traffic?  (6)  Should  truck  and  passenger  vehicular  lanes  be  sepa- 
rate? {1^  Is  there  an  economic  advantage  in  an  "unbalanced"  number  of 
lanes?  (8)  Should  pedestrian  tvalks  be  included?  (9)  Should  a  bridge 
provide  for  carrying  conduits? 
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Effect  of  San  Francisco  Bridgehead  on  City  Plans 

While  the  location  of  a  San  Francisco  bridgehead  is  one  of  the  most 
elemental  of  all  factors  in  the  transbay  bridge  problem,  and  may  best  be 
determined  only  after  due  consideration  of  all  factors  involved,  there  are 
some  specific  features  which  have  a  related  value  to  the  selection  of  any 
location  in  San  Francisco  as  to  city  plans. 

The  projects  before  the  Supervisors  can  be  classified  in  three  general 
groups,  based  on  location  of  their  San  Francisco  bridgeheads:  (1)  Hunt- 
er's Point,  (2)  Central  Area  and  (3)  Telegraph  Hill.  The  central 
area  projects  may  be  further  subdivided  as  between  their  East  Bay  bridge- 
heads— those  landing  in  Alameda  and  those  landing  north  of  the  Estu- 
ary. There  was  considerable  evidence  advanced  at  the  hearings,  mostly 
partisan  in  nature,  as  to  the  desirability  of  each  of  these  general  locations. 
The  chief  factor  common  to  all  locations  was  the  consideration  of  free- 
dom from  congestion  and  non-interruption  of  travel.  Practically  every 
proponent  conceived  as  one  of  the  main  purposes  of  a  transbay  crossing 
that  vehicles  and  rail  traffic  should  be  able  to  proceed  from  point  of 
origin  to  destination  with  the  minimum  of  inconvenience  and  loss  of 
time. 

As  to  the  time  to  cross  any  of  the  proposed  projects,  it  was  generally 
admitted  that  little  saving  could  be  made  as  compared  with  the  present 
ferry  service,  if  the  waiting  time  for  ferries  is  not  considered.  Some  of 
the  more  direct  routes  estimated  some  saving  in  time  from  some  points  on 
the  East  Bay  for  commuting  and  vehicular  travel;  in  a  general  way  those 
projects  which  land  north  of  the  Estuary  stressed  the  advantage  of  such 
location  for  commuting  traffic.  It  was  argued  that  if  a  direct  route  was 
important  in  regard  to  the  San  Francisco  bridgehead,  it  was  equally  im- 
portant on  the  East  Bay  side. 

Those  projects  with  longer  routes  sought  to  show  that  the  length  of 
the  route  would  be  balanced  by  better  running  time,  due  to  lack  of  con- 
gestion. Furthermore,  their  proponents  contended  that  the  "central 
point"  of  origin  of  traffic  on  the  San  Francisco  side  was  moving  south- 
ward. The  longer  routes  were  attacked  by  proponents  of  other  projects 
on  the  basis  that  they  would  represent  an  economic  loss  in  the  cost  to  op- 
erate vehicles  and  rapid  transit  and  rail  trains  over  greater  mileage,  in  the 
time  consumed  by  passengers  to  traverse  the  longer  distance,  and  in  the 
cost  of  necessary  improvements  to  provide  service  over  this  longer  route. 
It  was  also  pointed  out  that  those  Hunter's  Point  routes  which  depend 
on  Third  Street  as  a  main  traffic  approach  would  have  a  disadvantage  in 
the  drawbridge  over  the  channel  at  Berry  street  and  over  Islais  Creek. 
It  was  said  that  there  were  400  lifts  a  month  on  the  Islais  Creek  draw- 
bridge. 
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Approaches — Distribution  of  Traffic 

Approaches  constitute  an  essential  feature  of  any  project,  as  it  is 
axiomatic  that  a  bridge  must  be  accessible  to  be  feasible.  Proponents 
have  developed  plans  in  accordance  with  the  physical  features  of  their 
proposed  location,  the  extensiveness  of  such  plans  depending  on  the  neces- 
sity of  giving  adequate  service  to  the  bridgehead.  These  plans  consist 
of:  Completing  or  widening  of  present  streets;  creating  and  constructing 
new  streets;  providing  connection  with  proposed  elevated  lines;  and  con- 
structing elevated  lines  and  subways. 

The  Hunter's  Point  projects,  in  general,  provided  for  new  streets  on 
long  easy  grades  to  the  vicinity  of  Third  street  both  for  vehicular  and 
rail  traffic,  or  the  opening  of  Jerrold  street  to  Army  street  and  San  Bruno 
avenue.  These  projects  also  presupposed  a  development  of  arterial  streets 
in  every  district  of  the  city,  which  would  feed  into  main  highways  lead- 
ing to  the  bridgehead.  The  possibility  of  a  great  number  and  variety  of 
such  arterial  approaches  to  Hunter's  Point  was  declared  to  be  the  best 
solution  of  the  congested-traffic  problem.  One  such  project  proposed  to 
carry  rapid  transit  lines  by  elevated  to  a  terminal  at  Seventh  and  Mission 
streets. 

The  Central-Area  projects  in  general  depended  on  the  width  of  the 
streets  south  of  Market  street  to  serve  the  bridge  or  tube  approaches.  The 
declared  lack  of  congestion  in  this  district  was  given  as  a  favorable  rea- 
son for  using  those  streets.  One  proponent,  contemplating  the  use  of 
Rincon  Hill  for  a  terminal,  proposed  to  utilize  many  of  the  existing 
grades  as  approaches  and  argued  that  the  lack  of  necessity  of  expensive 
regrading  of  the  hill  together  with  a  relatively  nominal  cost  of  the 
property  in  the  vicinity,  added  to  the  economic  attractiveness  of  the  pro- 
ject. Several  proponents  proposed  the  use  of  present  railway  terminals 
because  of  their  proximity.  One  project  included  plans  for  use  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  building  at  65  Market  street  as  a  downtown  rapid  tran- 
sit terminal  and  a  proposed  Minna  street  elevated  route  for  uptown  traf- 
fic. Another  project  called  for  a  ramp  in  the  center  of  Howard  street 
on  a  1^  per  cent  grade  to  a  terminal  building  at  Twelfth  street.  Still 
another  plan  proposed  that  a  new  artery,  120  feet  wide,  be  constructed 
from  near  the  foot  of  Berry  street  to  Van  Ness  avenue  and  Market  street, 
(practically  an  extension  of  Oak  street)  which  would  provide  another 
main  artery  for  the  City,  the  cost  to  be  borne  by  the  project  providing 
the  City  used  its  power  of  condemnation  in  obtaining  the  right-of-way. 
Probably  the  most  unique  plan  was  the  the  proposal  of  one  project  for 
giant  lifts  at  the  foot  of  Mission  street,  for  both  vehicles  and  passengers, 
to  a  terminal  station  125  feet  above  the  street  level. 

The  Telegraph  Hill  projects  proposed  to  utilize  the  slopes  of  the  hill 
for  approaches.    One  project  planned  a  union  terminal  on  the  hill  with 
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a  subway,  as  a  rapid  transit  loop,  on  Kearny  street  and  Grant  avenue  to 
Market  street.  Another  proponent  proposed  extensive  ramps  for  rapid 
transit  to  the  Ferry  Building  by  elevated,  and  for  vehicular  traffic  to 
the  Embarcadero.  The  same  proponent  advocated  that  the  city  construct 
the  proposed  Broadway  tunnel  under  Russian  Hill  to  insure  an  adequate 
traffic  outlet  to  Van  Ness  avenue. 

The  proposals  of  various  applicants  for  use  of  city  streets  and  property 
were  based  on  the  general  assumption  that  specific  franchises  for  their 
uses  would  be  granted  by  the  city,  to  facilitate  the  particular  bridge 
project  selected. 

Approaches  to  the  bridgehead  must  be  constructed  with  special  con- 
sideration for  vehicular  traffic,  in  the  opinion  of  some  of  the  proponents, 
because  of  the  necessity  of  collecting  tolls.  It  was  stated  that  approaches 
must  be  adequate  for  a  large  number  of  toll-collecting  stations  in  order 
to  facilitate  traffic.  According  to  their  contentions,  these  would  add  to 
the  cost  of  a  project,  particularly  if  the  bridgehead  is  in  a  district  of  high 
property  values.  Other  proponents  declared  that  such  approaches  need 
not  be  extensive  and  cited  the  recently  completed  Philadelphia-Camden 
bridge  as  an  example  of  a  large-capacity  bridge  without  extensive  ap- 
proaches for  toll-gathering  purposes. 

Grades 

The  question  of  grades  was  treated  only  generally.  It  was  assumed 
that  grades  up  to  seven  and  eight  per  cent  would  not  be  excessive  for 
vehicular  traffic.  Generally  the  approaches  to  various  projects  did  not 
exceed  three  to  four  per  cent.  Ramps  were  proposed  in  many  instances 
to  make  ingress  and  egress  to  the  bridge  convenient  for  motor  travel. 

For  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  rail  traffic,  grades  are  of  consid- 
erable importance.  By  planning  long  approaches  on  the  San  Francisco 
side  of  the  bay,  and  by  long  gradients  for  the  projects  over  the  shoal 
waters  and  tidelands  of  the  east  side  of  the  bay,  many  of  the  proponents 
proposed  to  materially  reduce  the  grades  incident  to  lifting  cars  up  to 
the  height  which  all  of  bridges  must  have  over  the  main  ship  channel. 

(Specification  by  the  War  Department  of  greater  minimum  bridge- 
heights  or  vertical  clearances,  than  those  proposed,  or  requiring  the  main- 
tenance of  such  heights  over  greater  channel  distances  than  proposed  for 
the  various  projects,  may  very  materially  affect  the  gradients  as  designed 
for  specific  projects.) 

In  some  cases,  grades  of  1  Yi  per  cent  were  designed,  which  were  said 
to  be  not  excessive,  not  only  for  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  passen- 
ger trains,  but  also  for  freight  car  hauls.  One  engineer  contended  that 
grades  of  three  per  cent  were  the  maximum  for  economical  electrical 
traction.  Some  of  the  projects,  however,  where  the  location  compelled 
steeper  grades,  proposed  grades  of  three  and  one-half  and  four  per  cent. 
Grades  proposed  for  tube  projects  were  from  three  to  five  per  cent. 
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Terminals 

Several  projects  included  proposed  terminal  buildings  for  rapid  transit 
and  transcontinental  railway  trains.  Other  projects  provided  only  for 
connections  with  present  rail  facilities,  or  left  the  question  up  to  the 
carriers  who  would  use  the  crossing.  The  two  groups  represent  conflict- 
ing viewpoints. 

There  were  experts  who  believed  it  is  wise  and  desirable  for  San 
Francisco  to  have  a  union  rail  and  rapid  transit  terminal.  It  was  pro- 
posed, on  the  one  hand,  that  this  be  provided  by  the  bridge  franchise 
holder  as  a  part  of  the  project.  It  was  proposed,  on  the  other  hand,  that 
this  was  a  separate  undertaking,  and  one  to  be  left  to  the  railroads 
involved. 

Those  who  provided  for  a  terminal  as  a  part  of  their  projects  did  so 
because  of  favorable  conditions  existing  in  the  vicinity  of  theii  proposed 
bridgeheads,  or  because  it  was  believed  incumbent  that  all  bridge  facilities 
should  be  taken  care  of  if  the  project  was  to  be  feasible  and  was  to  be 
considered  practical  and  desirable. 

Those  who  favored  a  union  terminal,  but  did  not  include  it  in  their 
plans,  believed  such  an  undertaking  was  outside  of  their  province,  and 
contended  that  railways  could  better  develop  their  own  terminals. 

Those  who  opposed  including  terminals  in  their  projects  did  so  because: 
First,  the  cost  and  interest  on  the  investment  would  be  an  unwarranted 
increase  in  the  capital  charges  of  the  project;  and  second,  the  effort 
necessary  to  culminate  a  plan  acceptable  to  all  rail  lines  and  to  get  their 
•  co-operation  would  have  the  effect  of  "stalling"  the  entire  undertaking. 
It  was  further  contended  that  elaborate  plans  of  approaches  and  terminals 
could  best  show  only  the  possibilities,  as  no  project  could  bind  the  city  in 
any  way  to  permit  the  development  as  planned,  or  to  compel  rail  lines  to 
utilize  them.  As  to  the  advisability  of  a  union  terminal,  one  proponent 
stated  that  a  union  terminal  proposed  by  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  to  cost 
between  $15,000,000  and  $25,000,000,  has  been  opposed  by  the  rail- 
roads for  years  because  of  cost  and  undesirability. 

One  proponent  contemplated  the  building  of  a  rail  terminal  as  an 
auxiliary  to  the  bridge,  to  be  independently  financed. 

Extension  of  freight  terminals  in  San  Francisco  was  not  contemplated 
by  any  of  the  proponents.  The  general  assumption  of  the  proponents 
was  that  the  restricted  area  of  the  city  would  not  be  adaptable  for  such 
service  and,  if  New  York's  present  efforts  to  rid  Manhattan  Island  of 
freight  yards  was  any  criterion,  it  would  be  an  unwise  development. 

Influence  on  Future  Development 

The  assembly  and  distribution  of  traffic,  as  effected  by  the  length  of 
route,  grades  and  approaches  to  bridgeheads,  and  location  of  possible  ter- 
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minals  will  have  a  permanent  influence  on  the  future  development  of 
San  Francisco  and  its  city  plan. 

The  individual  proponents,  while  endeavoring  to  interpret  in  their 
own  way  what  this  development  should  be  in  relation  to  San  Francisco's 
needs,  frankly  admitted  an  inability  to  prognosticate  with  any  degree  of 
certainty  what  developments  would  actually  take  place  which  a  bridge 
location  should  comprehend.  As  in  the  case  of  other  important  bay 
crossing  factors,  there  was  wide  divergence  of  opinion  of  what  results 
should  be  achieved  and  how  to  accomplish  them. 

One  group  stressed  the  necessity  of  decentralizing  traffic  from  the 
present  downtown  area  and  congested  districts.  Other  groups  maintained 
that  established  lines  of  communication  should  be  retained  wherever 
practicable,  and  that  a  bridge,  to  get  the  amount  of  business  necessary  to 
make  such  a  project  pay,  must  tie-in  with  present  routes  of  travel  as 
closely  as  possible.  It  was  contended  that  any  project  must  be  able  to 
obtain  and  distribute  all  the  possible  transbay  traffic,  or  else  the  project 
will  not  accomplish  its  purpose.  The  determination  of  a  location  from 
this  standpoint,  it  was  pointed  out,  would  necessitate  a  study  of  the 
"ideal"  city  plan,  and  San  Francisco's  possible  growth  for  many  years  into 
the  future. 

It  may  also  be  concluded  from  the  evidence  given  that  anywhere  the 
bridgehead  is  located,  permanent  changes  in  the  character  of  the  imme- 
diate district  will  result;  present  plans  for  street  development  will  be 
modified  to  conform  to  the  needs  of  the  bridge;  and  if  any  changes  are 
made  in  the  present  established  habits  of  transportation,  business  and 
investments  as  now  developed  must  also  change. 


The  effect  of  the  Location  of  the  San  ^Francisco  bridgehead  on  city 
flans  is  of  sufficient  importance  to  call  for  the  best  city-flanning  infor- 
mation and  advice,  through  the  proposed  ^expert  study,  particularly  in 
relation  to  the  length  of  route  as  affecting  congestion  and  transit  time; 
the  approaches  as  to  adequacy  from  the  standpoint  of  accessibility  and 
collection  of  tolls;  the  grades  as  to  feasibility ;  the  de'sirability  of  ter- 
minals as  a  part  of  a  project  or  to  be  independently  financed;  and  the 
fulfillm,ent  of  the  needs  of  the  city,  present  and  future,  from  tJvc  stand- 
foint  of  the  "ideal"  city  plan. 
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IV. 
Interests  of  the  East  Bay 

The  interest  of  the  communities  of  the  East  Bay  region  in  a  crossing 
of  San  Francisco  Bay  may  be  judged  by  the  same  standards  that  are  ap- 
plicable to  the  San  Francisco  side.  Extensive  consideration  of  the  pro- 
jects as  they  may  effect  the  interest  of  the  East  Bay  was  not  entered  into 
during  the  bridge  hearings. 

On  the  whole,  the  question  of  location,  approaches,  and  terminals  may 
be  said  to  be  more  simple  on  the  East  Bay  side. 

Some  doubt  existed  as  to  the  favorable  attitude  of  Oakland  towards  a 
bridge,  as  it  was  assumed  that  a  bridge  would  divert  some  business  to  San 
Francisco  and  minimize  Oakland's  importance  as  a  rail  terminal.  The 
general  opinion  of  the  bridge  proponents  was  that  both  sides  of  the  bay 
will  benefit  tremendously  by  a  physical  connection,  and  that  the  advant- 
ages for  either  or  both  will  greatly  offset  any  supposed  disadvantages. 

An  interview  with  the  Mayor  of  Oakland  and  a  letter  sent  by  him  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  were  read  into  the  record  as  official  statements 
of  Oakland's  attitude.  The  interview  quoted  the  mayor  as  favoring 
a  bay  crossing  because  increasing  traffic  demands  it  and  because  of  the 
hazards  of  ferry  transportation.  His  letter  protested  the  location  of 
any  eastern  terminus  of  a  bridge  on  the  Oakland  western  waterfront,  on 
the  grounds  of  obstruction  to  navigation  to  the  piers  and  the  blockading 
of  potential  harbor  development. 

Opposition  to  any  bridge  which  might  interfere  with  the  East  Bay 
harbor  development  was  also  voiced  to  the  Supervisors  by  an  official  dele- 
gation which  appeared  before  the  Board  when  a  specific  route — Rincon 
Hill  to  Seventh  and  Bay  streets,  Oakland — was  being  considered.  The 
Oakland  Commissioner  of  Public  Works  informed  the  Board  that  Oak- 
land would  officially  do  all  in  its  power  to  prevent  the  approval  of  a 
bridge  location  which  would  jeopardize  the  contemplated  $50,000,000 
development  of  the  Oakland  harbor,  towards  which  $10,000,000  of 
bonds  have  already  been  voted. 

The  City  Attorney  of  Alameda  declared  that  any  blocking  of  the  en- 
trance to  the  Estuary  would  also  be  disapproved  by  the  East  Bay  com- 
munities. He  stated  that  the  United  States  Government  refused  to  ap- 
prove any  bridge  across  the  Estuary  and  had  compelled  the  building  of  a 
tube  between  Oakland  and  Alameda,  and  that  it  was  illogical,  therefore, 
to  believe  that  any  bridge  project  crossing  the  Estuary  or  its  entrance 
would  gain  official  sanction. 

The  delegation  defined  a  zone  in  which  the  location  of  an  East  Bay 
bridgehead  would  be  opposed  as  extending  from  the  Key  Route  Mole  to 
the  foot  of  Pacific  avenue,  Alameda,  but  not  including  projects  which 
might  terminate  at  either  extreme.      Seven  now  before  the  Board  of  Su- 
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pervisors  have  their  Eastern  termini  in  this  zone.  The  delegation  also  de- 
clared that  the  East  Bay  communities  were  willing  to  cooperate  with  San 
Francisco  in  solving  the  question  of  a  bridge  location,  and  suggested  that 
a  commission  of  officials  of  both  sides  of  the  bay  be  formed  to  confer  on 
problems  of  common  interest. 

East  Bay  Vehicular  Approaches 

The  bridge  projects  in  general  planned  to  utilize  present  traffic  arteries 
in  Oakland  or  Alameda  for  approaches  to  the  eastern  bridgehead.  One 
project,  which  proposed  a  plaza  off  the  Alameda  shore  line,  would  extend 
a  traffic  arm  northerly,  with  a  high  level  bridge  span  over  the  Estuary 
to  a  terminus  at  Seventh  and  Peralta  streets,  Oakland.  The  Telegraph 
Hill  projects  planned  to  reach  grade  on  San  Pablo  Avenue,  Emeryville. 
Those  projects  which  proposed  to  utilize  the  Oakland  Mole,  planned 
traffic  distribution  by  the  present  artery.  Seventh  street,  leading  from  the 
Oakland  auto  ferry  pier,  or  from  West  Fourteenth  Street. 

Those  projects  terminating  on  Alameda  Island  which  did  not  provide 
any  vehicular  traffic  arteries  to  points  north  of  the  Estuary  were  attacked 
by  other  proponents  on  the  grounds  that  present  facilities,  even  with  the 
completion  of  the  Webster  street  tube,  are  no  more  than  adequate  for 
present  needs  and  would  be  entirely  inadequate  for  bridge  traffic,  to 
say  nothing  of  adding  to  congestion  over  existing  routes  of  travel.  The 
general  answer  given  was  that  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  a  bridge 
project  to  construct  land  highways  and  that  highways  necessary  to  avoid 
congestion  could  be  built  to  Alameda  Island  much  more  economically 
and  effectively  than  new  highways  that  would  be  required  to  relieve  con- 
gestion of  approaches  for  projects  with  more  northerly  terminals. 

East  Bay  Rail  Connections 

In  general,  the  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  lines  of  the  East  Bay 
concentrate  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  eastern  termini  of  a  majority 
of  the  bridge  projects,  and  connections  with  a  bridge  would  involve  but 
few  changes  in  present  routes.  Projects  with  Alameda  termini  gen- 
erally provided  for  transcontinental  rail  connections  from  the  east  end 
of  Alameda  Island.  The  costs  of  the  necessary  rights-of-way  and  the 
bringing  of  rapid  transit  and  rail  lines  across  the  Estuary  were  not  in- 
cluded in  estimates,  except  for  one  project  which  proposed  a  high  bridge 
across  the  Estuary.  One  proponent  of  a  bridge  terminating  on  Alameda 
Island,  who  took  the  position  that  the  extension  of  rail  lines  to  the 
bridgehead  is  properly  the  function  of  the  railroads,  estimated  the  cost 
of  an  Estuary  crossing  at  $5,000,000,  but  declared  that  this  cost  is  also 
reflected  in  the  added  cost  of  bridges  north  of  the  Estuary  which  must 
provide  for  a  high  span  opposite  the  Estuary  or  over  the  channel  east  of 
Goat  Island.  The  projects  which  proposed  to  use  the  Oakland  Mole  for 
a  terminus,  planned  to  connect  all  transcontinental  lines  by  the  same 
trackage  used  during  the  period  of  war-time  control,  when  all  roads 
utilized  the  Southern  Pacific  Mole  as  a  terminal.     The  only  new  con- 
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nection  would  be  for  the  Key  Route  transit  lines.  The  Telegraph  Hill 
projects  proposed  to  make  their  rail  connections  by  ramps  where  the  rails 
cross  the  bridge  route. 

East  Bay  Street  Franchises  and  Terminals 

One  controversial  element  in  the  East  Bay  terminal  situation  con- 
cerned street  franchises  versus  a  privately-controlled  terminus. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  any  project  connecting  with  public  streets  in 
Alameda  or  Oakland,  and  which,  therefore,  would  require  franchises  for 
rapid  transit  and  rail  connections,  might  be  blocked  or  delayed  by  re- 
fusal of  East  Bay  communities  to  grant  such  franchises.  One  proponent 
stated  his  case  as  follows: 

"I  firmly  believe  that  it  is  going  to  be  easier  to  convince  the  War  Department 
that  they  should  alter  their  recommendation  on  the  transbay  bridge  than  it  is  going 
to  be  to  convince  the  city  officials  of  Oakland  and  Alameda  that  they  should  grant 
a  franchise  for  any  bridge  that  does  not  end  on  private  property." 

On  the  other  hand,  projects  that  terminate  on  private  property,  spe- 
cifically the  Oakland  Mole,  owned  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Company, 
were  attacked  by  proponents  of  other  projects  on  the  grounds  that  nego- 
tiations for  the  lease  or  use  of  such  property  would  give  such  a  private 
corporation  domination  and  control  of  the  project.  One  proponent  hav- 
ing this  point  of  view  stated  as  follows: 

"A  reason  for  discarding  a  route  with  its  eastern  terminal  on  the  Southern  Pa- 
cific Mole  is  the  fact  that  the  Southern  Pacific  controls  the  situation.  The  pro- 
ponents of  these  routes,  so  far  as  they  have  been  heard,  have  assumed  that  some- 
thing, some  kind  of  an  arrangement,  could  be  made  with  the  Southern  Pacific.  If 
you  granted  a  franchise  for  one  of  those  routes,  notwithstanding  the  objection,  and 
the  Southern  Pacific  refused  to  do  business  with  them,  you  would  have  this  all  to  do 
over  again.  If  they  did  arrange  with  a  bridge  proponent  for  the  use  of  their  mole, 
they  would  practically  own  the  bridge,  they  would  dominate  it." 

The  discussion  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  the  proposal  to  select 
a  route  from  Rincon  Hill  to  Seventh  and  Bay  streets,  Oakland,  indicated 
that  a  number  of  Supervisors  did  not  favor  any  bridge  route  where  the 
terminus  would  be  controlled  by  one  railroad,  even  though  provision 
should  be  made  for  joint  use  of  the  bridge  by  all  roads. 


The  interests  of  the  East  Bay  communities  in  a  transbay  crossing  re- 
quire that  consideration  be  given  to  their  sfecial  froblem.s.  The  fro- 
fosed  exfert  study  will  have  to  survey  the  location  of  a  bridgehead  on 
the  East  Bay  side  from  the  standpoints  of  city  flans,  trend  of  growth 
and  traffic  facilities y  the  same  as  for  the  San  Francisco  side.  THe  Board 
of  Supervisors  might  be  aided  by  the  East  Bay  frofosal  of  offcial  co- 
operation in  an  advisory  way.  In  any  event y  the  Supervisors  should  de- 
velop definite  and  authoritative  inf ormation  as  to  the  conditions  under 
which  a  bridge  location  on  the  East  Bay  side  will  receive  East  Bay  of- 
ficial supporty  and  to  what  extent  the  East  Bay  municipalities  will  co- 
operate in  granting  street  franchises  or  rights-of-way  for  approach  to  the 
bridge,  and  in  providing  traffic  facilities  or  other  public  improvements . 
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V. 

Interests  of  Navigation 

The  importance  of  the  interests  of  navigation  in  a  bay  crossing  is  epito- 
mized by  a  statement  made  by  an  eminent  engineer  at  the  bridge  hear- 
ings: 

"Two  great  underlying  considerations  bear  upon  ever}-  bridge  project.  One  is 
maritime  traffic  and  the  other  is  land  traffic.  Those  two  forces  are  always  at  log- 
gerheads; each  feels  that  it  is  entitled  to  the  major  consideration." 

In  the  case  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  the  chief  reasons  for  the  serious  con- 
sideration of  the  interests  of  navigation  are  that  commerce  is  the  keystone 
of  San  Francisco's  growth,  and  that  the  bay  is  a  virgin  harbor,  without 
man-made  obstruction.  It  is  because  the  bay  is  yet  unspanned  that  per- 
haps such  great  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  where  and  how  it  should  be 
spanned,  or  whether  it  should  be  spanned  or  tunneled. 

Any  bridge,  or  bridge  and  tube,  will  result  in  some  obstruction  to  the 
harbor.  The  extreme  view  of  maritime  interests  is  that  no  obstruction 
should  be  permitted.  The  modified  viewpoint  taken  by  bay  crossing  pro- 
ponents is  that  no  unreasonable  obstruction  should  be  placed  in  the  har- 
bor, or  that  the  least  possible  obstruction  should  be  considered.  It  was 
conceded  that  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  War  Department  to  pass 
judgment  on  what  constitutes  an  obstruction  within  reason,  that  is,  an  ob- 
struction which  will  not  put  any  material  check  on  harbor  navigation  and 
development. 

Those  who  maintained  that  a  bridge,  or  a  bridge  and  tube,  can  be  so 
constructed  as  to  present  no  material  disadvantage  to  commerce,  argued 
that  a  bridge  of  steel  would  represent  no  more  hindrance  to  navigation 
than  the  present  "bridge  of  ferry  boats,"  and  would  have  the  advantage 
that  mariners  would  know  definitely  where  piers  are  placed  while  the 
ferries  constitute  moving  obstructions  that  are  to  be  avoided. 

Several  proponents  introduced  letters  or  other  statements  from  naviga- 
tion interests  to  show  a  favorable  attitude  towards  their  projects.  These 
interests  included  the  American  Shipmasters  Association  of  the  Pacific 
Coast,  Captain  Peterson,  representing  owners  of  150  coastwise  boats,  a 
group  of  70  master  mariners,  the  Shipowners  and  Merchants  Tug  Com- 
pany, and  Captain  Robert  Dollar.  The  Steamboat  Owners  Association 
of  California  sent  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  opposing  any 
change  in  the  War  Department  1921  ruling  and  pointing  out  the  danger 
to  navigation  of  piers  in  the  harbor  north  of  Hunter's  Point. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  while  shipping  interests  have  not  been  com- 
pletely represented  at  the  bridge  hearings,  they  will  be  accorded  a  full 
hearing  before  the  War  Department  prior  to  its  decision  on  a  permit. 

Extent  of  Commerce 

San  Francisco's  position  as  a  world  port  is  well  known.  Its  harbor 
ranks  with  the  very  few  best  in  any  land.     Its  commerce  is  given  as  the 
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prime  reason  for  the  city's  growth,  and  its  commerce  is  growing.  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  figures  given  at  the  hearings  to  illustrate  the  growth  of 
San  Francisco  commerce  show  comparative  figures  for  the  last  10  years 
as  follows: 

INBOUND  OUTBOUND 

1915 7,400,000  Tons 7,600,000  Tons 

1 925 - 1 5,224,000  Tons 15,1 22,000  Tons 

Increase  1 06% 99% 

One  count  of  bay  traffic  in  the  area  bounded  by  both  sides  of  the  bay 
and  from  Goat  Island  to  Hunter's  Point  was  placed  at  420  ferry  boats 
and  150  commercial  craft  daily.  It  was  stated  that  90  per  cent  of  all 
bay  traffic  was  confined  to  the  area  on  both  sides  of  the  bay  between  Goat 
Island  and  Mission  Rock,  5  per  cent  was  from  Mission  Rock  southward 
and  5  per  cent  was  north  of  Goat  Island. 

Vertical  Clearances 

Clearances  for  ship  passage  are  of  two  kinds,  vertical  and  horizontal. 
Without  exxeption  all  bridge  proponents  have  specified  a  minimum  ver- 
tical clearance  for  their  structures  above  mean  high  water  of  135  feet, 
and  nearly  all  continue  that  height  for  a  minimum  distance  of  3000  feet 
easterly  from  the  San  Francisco  pierhead  line.  One  project  specified  a 
minimum  height  of  180  feet  and  another  of  200  feet,  both  being  pro- 
jects crossing  to  Goat  Island. 

The  135-foot  minimum  height  has  been  almost  universally  the  specifi- 
cation for  bridges  over  important  waterways  since  1874  when  that  height 
was  fixed  by  the  War  Department  for  the  famous  Brooklyn  Bridge.  It 
was  admitted,  however,  that  the  War  Department  is  not  bound  by  any 
fixed  rule  in  determining  the  proper  height  for  a  bridge  across  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay,  and  that  it  is  only  bound  by  reasonable  conclusions  that  it  may 
draw  as  to  what  height  will  best  serve  San  Francisco  Bay.  Practically 
all  proponents  have  agreed  to  build  their  structure  at  whatever  height  the 
War  Department  will  permit  or  require.  Any  increase  in  height,  how- 
ever, above  that  on  which  proponents  have  based  their  estimates,  was  de- 
clared to  mean  an  increase  in  project  costs. 

The  question  of  proper  height  is  of  importance  because  of  San  Fran- 
cisco's virgin  harbor.  It  is  pointed  out  that  when  the  Brooklyn  Bridge 
was  built  there  were  no  ships  of  greater  mast  than  135  feet.  It  was 
also  pointed  out  that  in  the  case  of  the  Brooklyn  Bridge,  the  135-foot 
limit  does  not  necessarily  block  ships  of  greater  height  from  reaching 
points  beyond  the  bridge,  as  the  East  River  between  Brooklyn  and  New 
York  can  be  approached  from  Long  Island  Sound  as  well  as  New  York 
Bay,  whereas,  on  the  other  hand,  any  structure  across  San  Francisco  Bay 
would  definitely  limit  vessels  with  greater  height  from  proceeding  above 
the  bridge,  except  in  cases  where  the  top  mast  gear  could  be  dismasted  for 
the  purpose.    At  previous  bridge  hearings,  the  Alaska  Packers  Association 
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testified  that  it  has  sailing  ships,  which  dock  in  the  Oakland  Estuary,  with 
masts  188  feet  high.  The  statement  was  said  to  have  been  made  by 
a  former  District  Army  Engineer  that  ships  with  gear  220  feet  above  the 
water  line  were  not  unusual. 

Although  proponents  have  declared  a  willingness  and  ability  to  comply 
with  governmental  regulations  as  to  height,  it  was  contended  by  those 
proponents  whose  projects  are  planned  to  terminate  on  Alameda  Island, 
that  inasmuch  as  95  per  cent  of  all  bay  traffic  is  north  of  their  proposed 
locations,  the  question  of  greater  height  is  not  an  essential,  except  that 
clearance  be  maintained  for  commerce  which  will  come  with  the  de- 
velopment of  the  San  Francisco  peninsular  waterfront  southward. 

Horizontal  Clearances 

One  of  the  specifications  of  the  War  Department  ruling  of  1921  is 
that  a  clear  channel,  3,000  feet  wide,  shall  be  maintained  on  the  San 
Francisco  side  of  the  bay,  which  is  known  as  the  main  ship  channel.  It 
was  in  order  that  this  regulation  be  literally  complied  with  that  combina- 
tion bridge-and-tube  projects  were  proposed.  The  two  proponents  of 
bridge-and-tube  crossings  provided  for  a  tube  under  this  3000-foot  chan- 
nel at  a  minimum  depth  of  50  feet  below  mean  low  water,  and  thence  by 
bridge  for  the  remainder  of  the  distance  to  the  East  Bay  shore.  Because 
of  the  greater  desirability  claimed  for  a  high-level  bridge,  each  of  these 
proponents  also  presented  an  alternate  proposal  of  a  high-level  bridge 
over  the  same  location. 

It  was  not  definitely  made  known  on  what  data  the  War  Department 
fixed  a  channel-width  of  3000  feet  to  be  kept  unobstructed  on  the  San 
Francisco  side  of  the  bay.  One  proponent  ventured  the  opinion  that  it 
was  to  conform  with  the  3000-foot  channel  authorized  by  the  War  De- 
partment for  the  Hudson  River  in  the  vicinity  of  lower  Manhattan 
Island,  but  it  was  pointed  out  that  in  the  case  of  the  Hudson  River  3000 
feet  was  specified  because  the  width  should  be  sufficient  for  the  docking 
of  ocean-going  steamers  on  both  sides  of  the  river  at  the  same  time,  and 
that  "one  and  one-half  times  the  steamer's  length  is  a  fair  space  to  be 
allowed  for  each,"  which  would  be  adequate  for  ships  1000  feet  in 
length. 

Inasmuch  as  clear  spans  of  3000  feet  have  not  been  built  for  any 
bridge,  all  the  bridge  projects  provided  one  to  four  piers  in  the  3000-foot 
channel.  In  justification  of  these  plans  it  was  argued  that  Boston, 
Philadelphia,  London,  Antwerp,  Hamburg  and  other  great  harbors  of 
the  world  handle  ships  in  much  less  width  of  water  than  3,000  feet;  that 
ships  of  1,000  feet  in  length  are  extremely  limited  in  use,  have  largely 
proved  uneconomical,  and  are  not  likely  to  be  in  common  use  in  San 
Francisco  harbor;  and  that  a  pier  or  piers  located  outside  the  congested 
harbor  district  would  not  seriously  interfere  with  the  navigation  of  ships. 
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The  main  spans  proposed  for  a  transbay  bridge  were  1550  feet  to 
2400  feet  in  length  for  the  suspension  types,  510  feet  to  1940  feet  for 
the  cantilever  types,  and  260  feet  for  the  steel  plate  girder  type.  Ac- 
cording to  the  evidence  at  the  hearings,  1750-feet  and  even  as  high  as 
1860-foot  spans  have  already  been  constructed  and  offer  no  great  engi- 
neering difficulties.  Practically  all  proponents  signified  their  intentions, 
as  in  the  case  of  vertical  clearance,  to  adjust  the  width  of  span  to  founda- 
tion conditions  or  to  whatever  reasonable  regulations  the  War  Depart- 
ment may  impose. 

The  3000-foot  channel  extends  from  the  San  Francisco  pierhead  line, 
which  is  the  line  established  by  the  government  beyond  which  no  piers 
shall  extend.  In  practically  all  cases,  bridge  proponents  have  submitted 
plans  which  place  the  first  main  pier  on  the  San  Francisco  side  at  the  pier- 
head line  or  slightly  west  thereof  (in  shore). 

Obstruction  to  Tidal  Flow  and  Currents 

Another  general  specification  of  the  War  Department  1921  ruling 
which  affects  navigation  interests  is  that  proper  compensation  shall  be 
made  for  obstruction  of  tidal  flow.  The  explanation  of  this  is  that  any 
bridge  pier,  or  island  for  a  tube,  would  create  an  obstruction  to  the  flow 
of  the  current.  In  order  that  the  current  would  have  the  same  amount 
of  cross  section  to  flow  through  as  before,  the  channel  would  have  to 
be  deepened  between  the  piers  by  the  amount  of  space  taken  up  by  the 
piers;  in  other  words,  another  place  must  be  provided  for  the  water  to  go. 
One  Telegraph  Hill  bridge  proponent  placed  the  extent  of  this  obstruc- 
tion in  relation  to  the  entire  cross  section  of  his  crossing  at  seven  to  eight 
per  cent.  A  Hunter's  Point  proponent  estimated  the  obstruction  at  four 
per  cent. 

The  location  of  a  bridge  to  the  satisfaction  of  navigation  interests 
must  also  take  into  account  the  effect  of  currents  in  the  bay.  The  dis- 
turbance of  the  action  of  currents  and  the  presence  of  interfering  cur- 
rents near  bridge  piers  would  affect  the  movements  of  ships. 

The  action  of  the  waters  in  San  Francisco  Bay  has  been  described  as  a 
never-ceasing  battle  between  the  waters  of  the  rivers  pouring  down  from 
the  Great  Valley  of  California,  and  the  ocean  which  surges  in  to  meet 
them.  The  ocean  currents  have  always  been  the  stronger,  with  the  re- 
sult that  the  river  waters  with  their  silt  have  been  forced  by  the  incoming 
tide  down  the  east  shore  of  the  bay,  depositing  the  silt  on  the  eastern 
bank.  As  each  tide  recedes,  the  waters  rush  back  along  the  western  or 
San  Francisco  side,  keeping  that  channel  clear  and  deep. 

Government  figures  were  presented  showing  that  the  maximum  flow 
current  southeast  of  Goat  Island  is  slightly  over  two  miles  an  hour  and 
the  ebb  current  about  1.8  miles  an  hour.  Southwest  of  Goat  Island,  op- 
posite the  ferry  lanes,  the  current  on  both  ebb  and  flow  is  about  3.2  miles 
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an  hour.  In  the  vicinity  of  Mission  Rock,  the  current  runs  about  1-1/7 
miles  an  hour  on  flood  tide  and  1.6  miles  an  hour  at  the  ebb.  It  is  this 
force  of  water  which  must  be  taken  into  consideration,  first  because  any 
contraction  in  the  space  available  for  the  flow  would  increase  the  speed 
of  the  flow,  and,  second,  because  the  speed  of  the  currents  and  possible 
silting  by  the  piers,  would  complicate  the  building  of  the  substructure  of 
a  bridge  project. 

Naval  and  Explosives  Anchorages 

Two  areas  in  the  harbor  that  require  special  consideration  are  the 
"naval  anchorage"  and  "explosives  anchorage." 

The  naval  anchorage  is  an  area  just  south  of  the  ferry  lanes  and  3000 
feet  east  of  the  San  Francisco  pierhead  line  (as  shown  on  the  accom- 
panying map)  which  is  reserved  for  the  anchorage  of  naval  vessels. 
Two  bridge  projects  and  one  bridge-and-tube  project  would  cross  over 
some  part  of  this  anchorage,  and  the  tunnel  project  would  pass  under  it. 
Another  bridge  project,  which  assumed  that  the  Navy  will  desire  that 
the  naval  anchorage  be  kept  intact,  planned  a  double  curve  around  its 
northerly  limits. 

The  explosives  anchorage  is  a  circular  area,  three  miles  in  diameter, 
which  has  been  set  aside  by  the  Government  about  opposite  the  foot  of 
Sixteenth  Street.  It  is  a  forbidden  area  to  other  than  ships  loading  or 
carrying  explosives.  One  of  the  bridge  projects,  as  designed,  would  pass 
through  this  area.  It  was  argued  by  that  proponent  that  the  location  of 
the  anchorage  is  an  arbitrary  one  and  can  be  changed,  as  might  also  the 
limits  of  the  naval  anchorge,  if  whatever  bridge  location  that  may  be  se- 
lected should  impinge  on  one  or  the  other  of  those  anchorages.  Another 
proponent,  by  exhaustive  survey,  contended  that,  while  the  explosives 
anchorage  may  be  changed,  any  change  will  destroy  its  usefulness  and 
convenience. 

The  proposed  Alameda  naval  base  site  is  another  area  in  the  harbor 
which  may  have  material  effect  on  the  location  of  a  bridge  as  affecting  the 
interests  of  navigation.      It  will  be  discussed  in  the  following  chapter. 


Although  it  is  understood  that  the  War  Department  has  the  sole  de- 
termination of  what  compensation^  incidental  to  a  bridge^  must  he  pro- 
vided for  the  interests  of  navigation^  it  may  he  suggested  that,  before 
final  selection  of  a  bridge  routCy  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  request 
shipping  interests  to  present  their  views  on  what  necessary  clearances  and 
provisions  they  believe  should  be  provided  for  the  safeguarding  of  navi- 
gation. 
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VI. 
Interests  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments 

Regardless  of  the  voluminous  mass  of  evidence  presented  on  what  is 
the  best  solution  of  the  bay  bridge  problem,  the  selection  of  a  location 
and  a  project  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  cannot  have  finality  without 
the  approval  of  the  War  Department  at  Washington.  To  what  extent 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  War  Department,  under  authority  of  federal  law, 
will  effect  this  selection  is  still  a  subject  for  determination. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War  have  joint  power, 
under  an  Act  of  Congress  of  March,  1899,  to  approve  of  any  obstruc- 
tion in  the  navigable  waterways  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
United  States.  This  authority  extends  to  the  determination  of  what 
constitutes  interference  with  navigation  and  what  obstruction  can  be 
placed  in  navigable  waters  which  will  not  constitute  an  unreasonable 
check  on  commerce. 

It  was  brought  out  at  the  hearings  that  this  authority  does  not  give  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War  any  arbitrary  power  to 
dictate  what  may  or  may  not  be  permitted,  but  that  they  must  be  actuated 
by  reasons  pertaining  to  the  proper  regulation  of  commerce.  They,  in 
fact,  act  as  the  arbitrators  in  any  conflict  of  land  traffic  and  maritime  in- 
terests, and  determine  in  what  manner  the  conflicting  interests  may  best 
be  accommodated. 

It  is  also  generally  understood  that  the  War  Department  acts  officially 
on  applications  for  permits  for  bridges  only  when  such  applications  are 
presented  in  the  proper  form  and  with  the  proper  State  approval.  It 
does  not  advise  what  may  or  may  not  be  done.  Its  conclusions,  when 
officially  made,  are  not  subject  to  review  by  the  courts  nor  to  appeal. 

The  1921  Ruling  of  the  War  Department 

When  the  San  Francisco  bay  bridge  subject  was  before  the  War  De- 
partment in  1921,  a  ruling  was  announced  by  the  Department  entitled, 
"Policy  of  the  War  Department  in  regard  to  a  crossing  of  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay,"  as  follows: 

"(l)    That  no  bridge  of  any  kind  will  be  approved  north  of    Hunter's  Point. 

"(2)    That  no  low  bridge  will  be  approved  north  of  San  Mateo. 

"(3)  That  a  tunnel  crossing  of  the  bay  will  be  approved  in  any  location,  pro- 
vided that  the  highejt  part  of  the  structure  is  placed  at  least  50  feet  below 
mean  lower  low  water,  and  proper  compensation  is  made  for  obstruction 
of  cross  section  as  affecting  tidal  flow. 

"(4)  That  a  combined  bridge  and  tunnel  will  be  approved  at  a  location  south  of 
the  proposed  Alameda  naval  base  site  provided  that  the  tunnel  is  so  placed 
as  to  leave  the  channel  along  the  San  Francisco  side  unobstructed  to  a  depth 
of  50  feet  at  mean  lower  low  water  for  a  width  of  3000  feet  measured 
from  the  nearest  point  of  the  pier-head  line,  and  provided  that  proper 
compensation  is  made  for  obstruction  of  cross  section  as  affecting  tidal  flow. 

"(5)    That  not  more  than  one  crossing  will  be  approved  at  present  in  any  loca- 


tion north  of  San  Mateo. 
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San  Francisco    Bay  Crossing 

Application 
Bay  Cities  Bridge  Corporation. 
Elbert  W.  Davis   (Victory  Tubes). 
John  Bermingham,  Jr. 
A.  H.  Bergstrom. 

New  York   &  San   Francisco   Devel 
opment  Co. 
Roy   C.   Hackley. 

Construction  Co.  of  North  America 
Allan  C.  Rush. 
Robert   Lcc   Dunn. 
Edward  A.  Bertram. 
R.   S.  Chew. 

Inter-Cities  Bridge  Company. 
Gustav   Lindenthal. 
W.    F.   Holcomb. 
E.   D.   Bronson.  Jr. 
O.  A.   Ellis   (tunnel). 
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"Favorable  consideration  will  be  given  to  a  plan  conforming-  to  these  require- 
ments and  having  the  necessary  financial  backing  and  the  support  of  the  local 
authorities  of  the  cities  and  counties  affected." 

Interpretation  of  Ruling  as  "Final" 

The  bridge  proponents  have  three  widely  varying  viewpoints  in  re- 
gard to  the  ruling:  That  it  is  final,  that  it  is  only  a  policy,  and  that  it 
is  not  binding. 

One  group  maintained  that  the  1921  ruling  is  the  final  answer  as  to 
what  the  War  Department  will  permit  in  the  way  of  a  crossing  of 
San  Francisco  bay,  and  that  no  modification  of  this  policy  will  be  forth- 
coming in  the  future. 

This  group  is  represented  by  certain  Hunter's  Point  proponents  who 
take  the  attitude  that  the  ruling  is  based,  ( 1 )  on  a  proper  appreciation  of 
the  importance  of  San  Francisco's  harbor  both  as  a  commercial  and  a  na- 
tional-defense asset,  and  (2)  that  any  bay  crossing  that  would  interfere 
with  harbor  development  will  be  contrary  to  San  Francisco's  best  inter- 
ests. These  Hunter's  Point  proponents,  while  not  asserting  that  their 
choice  of  location  was  based  on  the  1921  ruling,  nevertheless  have  taken 
the  position  that  a  permit  granted  to  them  would  be  given  speedy  approval 
by  the  War  Department. 

Interpretation  of  Ruling  as  "A  Policy" 

A  second  group  declared  that  the  War  Department  1921  ruling  is  only 
a  policy,  and  that  it  is  subject  to  modification  if  any  project  is  formally 
presented  to  the  War  Department  which  does  not  unreasonably  inter- 
fere with  the  interests  of  commerce. 

This  group  is  represented  by  most  of  the  proponents  of  projects  north 
of  Hunter's  Point.  They  assume  that  the  ruling  was  made  as  an  ex- 
pression of  policy  by  way  of  reply  to  all  of  a  number  of  applications, 
and  that  it  does  not  preclude  the  submission  of  any  concrete  proposal,  nor 
the  consideration  of  such  a  proposal  on  its  merits.  As  two  proponents 
interpreted  it: 

"We  are  convinced  that  there  will  be  modification.  The  former  (l92l)  policy 
was  declared  without  anything  like  an  exhaustive  presentation  of  plans  as  will  be 
heard  here  (before  the  Supervisors).  Many  projects  may  be  found  which  are  not 
open  to  the  objections  urged." 

"The  principal  new  fact  that  must  be  evolved  is  this:  That  the  people  of  San 
Francisco  are  solidly  behind  one  project,  not  that  they  have  under  consideration 
fourteen  different  projects,  but  that  they  are  solidly  as  a  unit  behind  one  project; 
that  they  are  earnest  in  their  desire  to  co-operate  with  the  War  Department  and  the 
Navy  Department;  that  the  length  of  spans  may  be  changed  to  accommodate  the 
warships  entering  and  leaving  San  Francisco  Bay;  that  every  requirement,  within 
reason,  that  is  insisted  upon — and  they  (the  War  Department)  insist  on  none  that 
are  not  within  reason — will  be  met." 

A  further  argument  alonj^  this  line  was  that  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors is  to  be  guided  by  the  ruling  to  a  certain  extent,  but  that  if  it 
should  appear  impossible  to  build  a  crossing  to  serve  the  communities 
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bordering  San  Francisco  Bay  within  the  limitations  as  prescribed  by  the 
War  Department,  that  it  will  then  be  up  to  the  Board  to  favor  the  ap- 
plicant who  is  going  to  give  the  people  what  their  needs  require.  In 
the  words  of  one  of  the  proponents: 

"We  do  not  believe,  frankly,  that  the  Supervisors  would  care,  most  of  you  at 
least,  to  go  back  to  the  people  of  San  Francisco  and  say,  'We  voted  for  something 
we  do  not  think  is  the  best  thing,  because  someone  else  said  we  could  not  have  that 
thing;'  until  you  have  had  the  last  say  and  the  final  say." 

Interpretation  of  Ruling  as  "Not  Binding" 

A  third  group  maintained  that  the  ruling,  as  a  policy,  has  no  official 
bearing;  that  it  contains  decisions  on  points  outside  of  the  province  of  the 
War  Department;  and  that  the  War  Department  cannot  rule  against  any 
project  on  any  location  having  the  official  State  authority  unless  it  can 
show  conclusively  that  the  project  is  an  unreasonable  obstruction  to  navi- 
gation. 

This  group  goes  further  than  the  second  group  and  questions  the  bind- 
ing power  of  the  1921  ruling.  Its  champion  is  Col.  Lewis  H.  Rand,  a 
retired  officer  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  who  appeared  for  one  of  the 
proponents  .ind  who  gave  considerable  testimony  on  his  knowledge  of 
War  Department  procedure  on  bridge  matters.  His  position  was  that 
the  1921  ruling  is  contrary  to  all  his  understanding  of  recognized  proce- 
dure, and  that  he  has  been  unable  to  find  the  authority  for  the  issuance  of 
such  a  policy.  He  asserted  that  any  such  policy  would  be  "utterly  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  War  Department  to  hold." 

In  support  of  his  contention  he  quoted  statutes  to  prove  that  the  War 
Department  has  no  power  of  determining  whether  a  bridge  should  be 
built  at  or  near  the  location  of  a  proposed  bridge;  that  the  War  Depart- 
ment cannot  impose  conditions  which  of  themselves  are  intended  to  de- 
feat the  purpose  of  the  bridge;  that  it  cannot  exercise  its  powers  to  arbi- 
tarily  interfere  with  land  traffic;  and  that  it  is  bound  to  approve  the 
choice  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  after  any  modification  of  details  neces- 
sary to  accommodate  reasonably  the  conflicting  needs  of  land  and  mari- 
time traffic. 

The  ruling  was  further  attacked  in  that  it  takes  into  consideration  the 
financial  ability  of  an  applicant  and  sets  up  certain  restrictions  on  the  basis 
of  the  needs  of  the  Navy.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  sole  province  of 
the  War  Department  is  in  regard  to  the  regulation  of  commerce,  and 
that  if  it  was  intended  that  national  defense  should  be  considered,  the 
jurisdiction  Vvould  rest  more  properly  with  the  War  College  or  the  Gen- 
eral Staff.  It  was  also  contended  that  if  further  power  was  to  have  been 
delegated  to  the  War  Department,  there  would  have  been  no  use  in  pro- 
viding for  State  authority  to  select  a  location. 

These  conflicting  viewpoints  regarding  the  position  of  the  War  De- 
partment  have    created    uncertainty    and    led    to    divergent    opinions    on 
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what  course  should  be  officially  pursued.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  first 
decided  to  send  a  committee  of  three  to  Washington,  to  obtain  definite 
information  from  the  Secretary  of  War.  This  procedure  was  subse- 
quently abandoned  as  having  doubtful  value  after  Col.  P.  H.  Jackson  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  appeared  before  the  Board  in  an  unofficial  ca- 
pacity and  intimated  that  such  committee  would  be  given  a  hearing,  but 
the  answer  would  be  inconclusive  until  a  definite  proposition  was  formally 
presented. 

The  successive  proposals  by  members  of  the  Board  of  a  Rincon  Hill 
location  and  of  selecting  an  area  on  both  sides  of  the  bay  as  a  first  choice 
were  both  made  to  the  Board  with  the  object  of  having  a  location  to  pre- 
sent to  the  War  Department.  Subsequently  the  Board  adopted  a  mo- 
tion that  no  committee  be  sent  to  Washington  until  a  definite  site  is  se- 
lected. 

Attitude  of  the  Navy  Department 

The  references  in  the  1921  War  Department  ruling  to  the  proposed 
Alameda  naval  base  site  has  led  to  a  general  impression  that  the  ruling 
was  made  in  conformance  with  the  Navy's  wishes  that  the  harbor  be  left 
unobstructed  for  fleet  operations  in  a  war  time  emergency.  This  gen- 
eral assumption  has  evoked  many  statements  to  the  effect  that  possible 
war-time  needs  should  not  operate  to  throttle  peace-time  progress,  if  a 
bay  crossing  location,  not  permissible  under  the  1921  ruling,  is  deter- 
mined to  be  the  best. 

One  view  expressed  at  the  bridge  hearings  was  that  the  Navy  Depart- 
ment occupies  the  same  position  as  any  other  navigation  interest,  except 
for  other  considerations  that  might  be  extended  as  a  matter  of  "courtesy 
between  departments."  The  suggestion  was  advanced,  however,  that 
the  Navy  could  logically  interpret  its  interest,  as  to  the  free  navigation  of 
its  ships,  in  terms  of  national  defense  policy. 

What  the  War  Department  has  given  consideration  to  in  the  line  of 
Navy  Department  or  national  defense  interests  was  evidenced  by 
several  documents  read  into  the  record  of  the  bridge  hearings  which  have 
come  officially  from  Navy  Department  sources. 

One  is  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  the  War  Depart- 
ment, on  July  7th,  1926,  regarding  reconsideration  of  the  1921  ruling 
by  the  War  Department,  as  follows: 

"Replying-  to  your  letter  of  June  2  3,  1926,  I  have  to  inform  you  that  after  care- 
ful consideration  the  Navy  Department  recommends  adherence  to  the  War  Depart- 
ment policy  of  October  7,  1921. 

"This  department  is  unable  to  recommend  a  change  in  the  present  policy  because 
of  a  firm  belief  that  the  existence  of  a  bridg-e  across  the  San  Francisco  Bay  north  of 
Hunter's  Point  would  be  inimical  to  the  national  defense,  because  it  would  restrict 
shipping  and  naval  operation  in  that  bay.  During  war,  the  wrecking  of  such  a 
structure  by  bombs  or  an  act  of  nature  might  completely  bottle  up  such  naval  forces 
and  commercial  shipping  as  were  in  the  harbor  at  the  time,  and  this  might  include 
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the  whole  fleet  j  or,  if  the  fleet  were  at  sea,  might  prevent  the  entrance  of  the  fleet 
into  San  Francisco  Bay,  thus  depriving  the  Navy  of  a  most  essential  Pacific  Coast 
base. 

"San  Francisco  Bay  and  Puget  Sound  are  the  only  protected  bases  on  the  Pacific 
Coast  which  a  fleet  can  use  for  refitting,  refueling  and  operating  during  war." 

Another  such  document  is  the  written  testimony  of  Captain  C.  W. 
Cole,  as  official  Navy  representative  at  the  hearing  before  Major  Schultz 
in  December,  1925.      He  said  in  part: 

"The  Navy  Department  recognizes  the  need  of  better  means  of  communication 
between  San  Francisco  and  the  East  Bay  cities  and  the  surrounding  back  country. 
The  Department  is  also  aware  that  this  need  is  every  day  increasing  and  becoming 
more  urgent.  It  is  the  Navy's  desire  to  assist  in  every  way  possible  the  advance  of 
public  interest;  being  ever  mindful,  however,  of  the  fact  that  one  of  the  greatest 
public  interests  is  the  defense  of  this  country.  When  any  project  for  seem- 
ing public  good  may  in  any  way  effect  the  mobility  or  efficiency  of  the  fleet  in  its 
mission,  it  is  the  Department's  duty  to  give  it  careful  study  and  to  reccomend  its 
approval,  modification,  or  disapproval. 

"San  Francisco  Bay  is  a  harbor  of  great  strategic  importance.  Anything  which 
tends  to  impair  its  strategical  efficiency  is  a  matter  of  grave  concern  to  the  Navy 
Department  and  to  the  nation. 

"In  a  letter  to  the  Commandant  on  the  subject;  'Bridge  to  cross  San  Francisco 
Bay,'  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  says,  in  part:  'The  Department's  views  in  regard 
to  this  matter  are  to  the  effect  that  any  structure  which  would  restrict  unduly  the 
harbor  facilities  of  San  Francisco  bay  would  be  opposed  by  the  Navy  Department. 
While  the  Department  is  generally  in  accord  with  the  policy  of  the  War  Depart- 
ment in  regard  to  the  crossing  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  it  is  desired  that,  before  any 
definite  agreement  is  reached,  the  Navy  Department  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
make  an  official  study  of  such  proposal  and  to  make  recommendations.' 

"The  Navy  Department  holds  unwaveringly  to  the  view  that  a  large  naval  base  in 
San  Francisco  Bay  is  essential,  and  that  the  best  location  for  that  base  is  the  Ala- 
meda site.  While  the  time  in  which  the  original  grant  tendered  by  the  City  of  Ala- 
meda was  to  be  accepted  has  expired,  the  Navy's  belief  that  this  site  may  be  event- 
ually acquired  and  developed  still  lives." 

Navy  Department  Objections  to  Proposed  Projects 

Captain  Cole's  1925  statement  then  expressed  the  Department's  opin- 
ions as  to  the  various  projects  presented.  They  may  be  summed  up  under 
the  general  classification  of  the  projects.  The  Hunter's  Point  projects 
were  disapproved  on  the  grounds  that  the  Navy  believes  they  would  con- 
fine bay  traffic  too  closely  to  the  Hunter's  Point  drydocks;  that  their  low 
spans  would  cross  over  area  required  for  fleet  anchorage;  that  they  would 
preclude  further  development  of  the  proposed  Alameda  naval  base  south- 
ward; and  that  they  would  cause  probable  silting  along  the  face  of  the 
naval  base. 

The  central-area  projects  terminating  on  Alameda  Island  were  dis- 
approved on  the  grounds  that  they  would  confine  bay  traffic  to  too  nar- 
row a  channel;  that  they  would  cut  through  the  fleet  anchorage  and 
naval  base  site;  and  that  the  proposed  low  spans  and  trestles  would  cause 
probable  silting  along  naval  base  site  and  the  Oakland  harbor  front.  The 
central-area  projects  terminating  north  of  the  Estuary  were  disapproved 
on  the  grounds  that  they  would  obstruct  the  bay  where  traffic  is  heavy  and 
that  they  would  cause  silting  of  the  east  shore  waterfront. 
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The  Telegraph  Hill-Goat  Island  projects  were  held  to  be  less  objec- 
tionable, on  the  grounds  that  they  offered  less  obstruction  to  navigation. 
It  was  stated  that  if  certain  modifications  were  made,  the  Navy  would 
be  willing  to  give  further  consideration  to  some  such  project. 

Some  further  general  statements  by  Admiral  Thomas  Washington, 
Commandant  of  the  Twelfth  Naval  District,  were  as  follows: 

"The  Commandant  desires  that  it  be  clearly  understood  that  he  is  not  backing  or 
opposing  any  of  the  projects  as  a  specific  project.  The  Commandant  is  not  a  bridge 
engineer,  nor  is  he  a  land-traffic  expert.  However,  he  has  had  over  42  years  ser- 
vice in  the  Navy  in  all  parts  of  the  world.  He  has  entered  and  moved  about  in  the 
most  of  the  world's  great  harbors.  These  things  would  seem  to  warrant  the  as- 
sumption that  he  knows  something  about  harbors  in  general,  harbor  traffic,  and  har- 
bor hydraulics. 

"Any  crossing  on  this  bay,  whether  by  high-span  or  low-span  bridge  or  by  tube 
part  way  or  all  the  way,  will  obstruct  the  navigation  therein  to  some  extent  and  in- 
troduce menaces  to  such  navigation. 

"Any  crossing  by  low  span,  trestle  or  fill  construction,  or  by  combination  tube 
and  bridge  will  unduly  restrict  the  harbor  facilities  by  introducing  serious  men- 
aces and  obstructions  to  free  navigation.  Such  construction  will  undoubtedly  seri- 
ously influence  the  hydraulics  of  the  bay,  and  bring  about  unfavorable  changes  in 
the  bottom  contours,  particularly  on  the  East  Bay  side  and  through  the  naval 
anchorage. 

"Any  crossing  by  tube  all  the  way  or  high  span  all  the  way  will  introduce  fewer 
obstructions  to  free  navigation  and  have  less  influence  on  hydraulics. 

"No  crossing  can  be  approved  by  the  Commandant  that  in  any  way  interferes 
with  the  Navy's  contemplated  naval  base  at  Alameda. 

"The  Commandant  feels  that  Nature  has  been  particularly  kind  to  this  commun- 
ity in  placing  at  its  feet  one  of  the  finest  harbors  in  the  world  and  a  harbor  that 
is  of  the  utmost  strategic  importance  to  the  nation.  He  looks  with  grave  concern 
upon  any  effort  to  mar  its  efficiency. 

"The  Commandant  recommends  that  there  be  no  change  in  the  War  Depart- 
ment's present  policy'  relative  to  crossings  for  this  bay.  In  the  event,  however,  that 
a  change  in  this  policy  in  favor  of  any  crossing  is  contemplated,  it  is  earnestly 
recommended  that  before  a  definite  agreement  is  reached,  the  Navy  Department  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  make  an  official  study  of  such  proposal  and  to  make  rec- 
ommendation thereon." 


The  finality  of  the  Navy's  fosition  may  be  said  to  defefid  on  two 
things:  First,  whether  the  War  Defartment  will  give  chief  considera- 
tion to  the  wishes  of  the  Navy,  farticularly  the  recommeyidations  hashed 
on  the  acquisition  of  the  Alameda  naval  base  site,  or  will  overrule  those 
wishes  in  the  face  of  other  considerations ;  second,  whether  the  matter 
has  been  left  ofen  by  a  statement  reported  to  have  been  made  by  Secre- 
tary Wilbur  that  *'if  any  concrete  frofosition  is  submitted,  the  Navy  will 
h^  glad  to  consider  it  on  its  merits.^' 

Proposed  Alameda  Naval  Base 

Since  the  Navy  Department  located  its  main  battle  fleet  in  Pacific  wa- 
ters after  the  World  War,  there  has  been  active  agitation  for  the  location 
of  a  naval  base  on  a  site  off  the  west  end  of  Alameda  Island  immediately 
south  of  the  Alameda  ferry  pier.  The  City  of  Alameda  offered  the  site 
of  5300  acres  to  the  Government  gratis,  but  Congress  failed  to  accept  it 
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or  to  appropriate  funds  for  its  development. 

Three  points  arise  in  regard  to  the  effect  of  a  bay  crossing  on  the  naval 
base  site:  (1)  Will  a  naval  base  on  the  proposed  site  become  a  fact?  (2) 
To  what  extent  should  the  harbor  be  left  free  for  the  development  of  the 
naval  base?  (3)  Will  the  impinging  of  a  project  on  any  part  of  the  site 
interfere  w^ith  its  development? 

As  to  the  development  of  the  proposed  site  into  a  naval  base,  one  bridge 
proponent  states:  "It  is  fairly  safe  to  say  that  Alameda  Naval  base  will 
never  become  a  reality." 

Other  proponents  take  the  same  position.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the 
offer  of  the  City  of  Alameda  of  the  site  to  the  government  gratis  has  ex- 
pired and  the  following  statement  from  a  letter  signed  by  the  City 
Manager  of  Alameda,  is  in  the  record: 

"Under  the  terms  of  the  lease  between  the  City  of  Alameda  and  the  United 
States  government,  the  so-called  naval  base  site  automatically  reverted  to  the  City  of 
Alameda  on  January  1,  1925,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  United  States  Government 
has  not  formally  accepted  the  title  or  commenced  work  thereon." 

On  the  other  hand  is  the  statement  of  Captain  Cole,  previously  quoted, 
that  it  is  the  Navy's  belief  that  this  site  may  be  eventually  acquired  and 
developed. 

Consideration  of  whether  the  harbor  should  be  left  free  for  the  devel- 
opment of  the  naval  base  extends  into  the  future  naval  and  national 
defense  policies  of  the  United  States.  Facts  of  general  knowledge  are 
that  the  successful  use  of  a  battle  fleet  in  Pacific  waters  and  that  the 
proper  defense  of  the  Pacific  Coast  demands  that  the  fleet  have  an  ade- 
quate base  and  rendezvous.  The  Navy  has  chosen  San  Francisco  Bay  for 
those  purposes.  According  to  Captain  Cole,  the  Alameda  site  is  favored 
by  the  Navy  as  the  location  on  San  Francisco  Bay  for  its  base.  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay,  therefore,  becomes,  in  the  interest  of  national  defense,  a 
national  asset. 

Whether  the  government  has  the  right  to  restrict  any  construction  in 
the  harbor  which  may  interfere  with  the  development  of  the  Alameda 
base  as  a  national  defense  unit,  if  the  base  is  to  be  established  on  the 
Alameda  site  sometime  in  the  future,  or  whether  San  Francisco  should 
insist  on  any  bridge  route  which  crosses,  or  which  crosses  north  of,  the 
proposed  base — if  such  project  be  deemed  the  best  possible  bay  crossing — 
can  be  said  to  be  open  questions,  the  decision  of  which  will  undoubtedly 
play  an  important  part  in  the  location  of  any  crossing. 

As  to  the  effect  of  a  bridge  project  crossing  over  the  proposed  naval 
base,  it  can  be  noted  that  three  of  the  proposed  projects  plan  their  eastern 
termini  near  the  foot  of  Pacific  Avenue,  Alameda,  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  proposed  site  as  projected  by  the  Navy  Department.  Their  pro- 
ponents have  taken  the  general  position:  That  this  terminus  lies  south  of 
the  major  development  of  the  base;  that  a  bridge  crossing  at  this  point 
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of  the  site  will  not  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  site  or  the  movements 
of  a  fleet;  and  that  the  area  south  of  the  terminus  is  contemplated  for 
oil  storage  and  aviation  fields,  not  necessitating  the  passage  of  large  war 
vessels  south  of  the  bridge  structures.  The  Navy  opposed  this  terminus, 
in  the  statement  of  Captain  Cole,  as  constituting  a  serious  objection  to 
the  establishment  of  a  naval  base  on  the  Alameda  site. 

'Bottling-Up"  Harbor  by  Demolition 

The  influence  of  naval  base  consideration  on  proposed  bridges  north  of 
the  proposed  Alameda  base  and  the  present  naval  anchorage  revolves  in 
part  around  the  possibility,  in  time  of  war,  of  bombing  or  otherwise 
wrecking  the  bridge  structure,  and  thus  "bottling-up"  naval  forces. 
Bridge  proponents  generally  treated  the  subject  as  an  engineering  con- 
sideration, arguing  that  while  the  destruction  of  some  types  of  bridges 
might  block  the  harbor,  it  is  possible  to  so  construct  a  bridge  as  to  make  a 
complete  blockade  impossible. 

The  question  was  injected  into  the  hearings  by  the  following  state- 
ment in  the  letter  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  the  War  Department 
on  July  7,  1926: 

"During  war  the  wrecking  of  such  a  structure  by  bombs,  or  an  act  of  nature, 
might  completely  bottle  up  such  naval  forces  and  commercial  shipping  as  were  in 
the  harbor  at  that  time,  and  this  might  include  the  whole  fleet;  or,  if  the  fleet  were 
at  sea,  might  prevent  the  entrance  of  the  fleet  into  San  Francisco  Bay,  thus  depriv- 
ing the  Navy  of  a  most  essential  Pacific  Coast  Base." 

The  general  answer  made  by  bridge  proponents  was  that  a  bomb, 
dropped  from  the  air  or  placed  by  espionage,  could  at  most  wreck  only  a 
single  pier  and  two  spans,  and,  in  such  case,  that  sufficient  of  the  wreckage 
would  sink  to  such  depth  that  ships  could  pass  over  it  safely.  One  pro- 
ponent cited  a  condition  in  the  St.  Lawrence  River,  six  miles  above 
Quebec,  where  two  heavy  bridges  were  wrecked  in  an  effort  to  construct 
them  and  have  been  lying  one  on  top  of  the  other  for  eight  or  nine  years 
with  no  efforts  to  remove  them,  yet  river  traffic  crosses  over  them  without 
danger. 

Another  proponent  proposed  a  type  of  construction  which  would  make 
it  possible  to  remove  spans  in  event  of  war-time  expediency,  while  another 
maintained  that  it  would  be  no  great  problem  to  quickly  clear  a  passage 
in  event  of  wrecking. 

That  any  attack  on  a  bridge  crossing  other  than  by  espionage  would 
be  absurd,  as  the  proposed  Alameda  naval  base  would  be  equally  subject 
to  attack,  was  the  position  taken  by  one  proponent.  He  quoted  Admiral 
Eberle,  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  in  his  testimony  before  the  House 
of  Representatives  Committee  conducting  the  Alameda  naval  base  hear- 
ing on  February  5,   1924,  to  this  effect: 

"I  have  noticed  some  mention  in  the  press  regarding  the  danger  that  an  Alameda 
naval   station    might   be   subjected   to    from  a   gun   attack   at   sea.     This    is   absurd. 
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There  is  no  such  danger.  If  we  ever  have  an  enemy  in  the  Pacific,  nothing  would 
please  the  Navy  better  than  to  have  the  opportunity  to  attack  vessels  attempting  to 
bombard  the  San  Francisco  area  because  submarines  and  aircraft  would  make  short 
work  of  them,  and  hidden  mine  fields  would  supply  any  deficiency  of  the  subma- 
rines." 


Tlie  interests  of  the  War  and  Navy  Defartnients  in  the  bridge  ques- 
tion suggest  that  certain  stefs  should  be  taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  clear  up  some  of  the  complexities  of  the  situation. 

First,  the  Board  should  secure  official  expression  of  the  Navy^s  views 
as  to  (a)  zvhether  the  development  of  the  proposed  Alameda  naval  base 
is  a  matter  of  the  immediate  futur^e;  (b)  what  is  the  extent  of  the  pro- 
posed development  as  now  planned;  (c)  the  extent  that  a  bridge  project 
passing  over  any  part  of  the  base  would  seriously  interfere  with  its 
development ;  and  (d)  in  what  ways  could  proposed  bridge  plans  be 
m^odified  to  reasonably  comply  with  the  needs  of  the  Navy. 

Second)  legal  opinion  should  be  obtained  as  to  whether  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  can  submit  its  choice  of  a  location  to  the  War  Department 
and  obtain  an  expression  as  to  whether  such  proposal  will  be  approved 
when  final  plans  are  submitted ,  or  whether  a  formal  application,  based 
on  a  franchise,  will  first  have  to  be  subm,itted. 

Third,  the  suggestion  has  been  m^ade  that  the  Board  should  proceed  to 
determine  the  financial  feasibility  of  the  preferred  route  and  project 
Before  any  request  is  made  to  the  War  Department  for  approval,  as  the 
Board  has  been  told  that  it  would  be  useless  to  obtain  approval  of  any 
proposition  which  cannot  be  financed. 
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VII. 

Engineering  Problems 

It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  report  to  discuss  the  engineering  feasi- 
bility of  a  bay  bridge  project  from  a  technical  standpoint.  Nor  would  it 
be  possible  to  do  so,  if  desired,  on  the  basis  of  the  amount  of  engineer- 
ing detail  presented  at  the  bridge  hearings.  Xhe  bridge  proponents  re- 
stricted their  presentations  before  the  Supervisors  to  the  general  aspects  of 
the  bridge  problem.  Practically  all  of  them  reserved  their  engineering 
details  to  submit  to  the  City  Engineer  or  any  group  of  technical  experts 
which  might  be  named  to  pass  on  such  plans. 

The  action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  deciding  on  the  appoint- 
ment of  three  expert  engineers  to  study  the  bridge  problem  compre- 
hends a  survey  of  the  engineering  practicability  of  the  proposed  projects 
and  a  report  on  how  the  various  projects  meet  the  necessary  engineering 
requirements  and  what  these  requirements  should  be. 

It  is  obvious  that  only  a  technically  trained  group  is  qualified  to  prepare 
an  analysis  of  the  engineering  feasibility  of  the  bridge  projects,  and 
then  only  after  a  thorough  and  complete  survey.  Therefore,  only  sub- 
jects of  general  information  and  interest  in  connection  with  engineering 
problems  will  be  mentioned  here.  Among  those  general  subjects  are: 
Types  of  construction,  foundations  and  borings,  and  earthquake  hazard. 

Types  of  Construction 

Types  of  bay  crossings  which  applicants  for  franchise  have  proposed 
include  bridge,  bridge  and  tube,  and  tunnel  construction. 

All  proposed  bridge  projects  can  be  divided  into  two  broad  groups. 
One  is  a  continuous  high  level  bridge,  that  is  a  bridge  that  maintains  a 
minimum  height  from  pierhead  line  to  pierhead  line.  This  is  typical  of 
the  Telegraph  Hill — Goat  Island  crossings  and  some  of  the  Central  area 
projects.  The  other  is  a  high  level  section  over  the  main  ship  channel 
only  (3000  feet  easterly  from  the  San  Francisco  pierhead  line),  the  re- 
mainder of  the  structure  being  on  gradient  to  the  bridgeheads.  This  is 
the  type  of  all  the  projects  which  cross  the  shoal  waters  off  Alameda 
Island. 

Types  of  bridge  construction  include  suspension,  cantilever,  steel  plate 
girder,  truss,  and  deck  spans,  trestle  and  fill,  p'or  the  high  level  section 
of  the  bridges,  ten  proponents  proposed  cantilever  spans,  two  proposed 
suspension  type  spans,  one  proposed  truss  type,  and  another  steel  plate 
girder  spans.  In  general,  the  suspension  type  was  deemed  necessary  for 
the  longest  span  openings  and  truss  spans  when  the  openings  were  short. 
Thus  the  two  suspension  types  are  to  Goat  Island,  while  the  truss  and 
plate  girder  types  are  Hunter's  Point  crossings.  Deck  spans,  trestle  and 
fill  are  common  types  for  nearly  all  projects  for  construction  over  shal- 
low water  or  within  the  pierhead  lines. 
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The  two  tube-and-bridge  projects  called  for  standard  tube  construc- 
tion, such  as  the  tubes  under  the  Hudson  River  at  New  York,  each  tube 
to  have  space  for  two  lines  of  traffic  and  duplicate  ventilating  systems. 
Considerable  evidence  was  given  at  the  hearing  by  J.  Vipond  Davies,  a 
world  authority  on  subaqueous  engineering,  and  others  on  the  engineer- 
ing feasibility  of  tubes.  Many  cases  of  successful  tubes,  both  for  train 
and  vehicular  traffic,  were  cited.  No  unusual  engineering  problems  were 
declared  to  be  involved  in  constructing  a  tube  under  San  Francisco  Bay. 

The  tunnel  project  for  an  under  water  route  the  entire  distance  of 
the  crossing  was  based  on  engineering  methods  used  and  experience 
gained  in  mining  and  mountain  tunnel  construction.  It  was  proposed  to 
be  driven  200  feet  below  mean  low  water.  It  was  estimated  that  con- 
struction costs  would  be  lowered  by  use  of  an  improved  crushing  mill 
which  would  make   it  possible  to  pump  out  excavated  material. 

In  a  general  way,  it  may  be  explained  that  the  difference  between  a 
tube)  and  a  timnel  is  that  a  tube  may,  or  may  not,  be  below  the  bed  of  the 
bay,  and  the  passageway  would  be  forced  through  the  mud  and  aqueous 
sections  of  the  route,  while  a  tunnel  is  through  solid  earth  or  rock  and  is 
excavated. 

While  the  selection  of  the  types  of  construction  is  almost  wholly  an 
engineering  problem  and  is  dependent  principally  on  the  location  finally 
selected,  nevertheless,  the  cost  may  well  be  a  determining  factor  in  the 
type  finally  approved. 

Foundations 

Foundation  conditions  constitute  the  chief  element  of  uncertainty  of 
all  bridge  projects.  Engineers  assert  that  the  cost  and  the  engineering 
factors  of  the  superstructure  can  be  determined  fairly  accurately,  but  the 
conditions  at  the  bottom  of  the  bay  for  any  proposed  bridge  location  can 
only  be  surmised. 

"Foundations  are  going  to  govern  the  cost  more  than  any  one  thing," 
said  one  proponent.  A  Supervisor  wanted  to  know  how  any  estimate  of 
cost  would  be  made  when  foundation  conditions  were  not  known  and 
he  was  told  that  bridge  proponents  had  to  assume  fairly  average  condi- 
tions. 

Foundation  conditions  may  have  to  be  known  before  any  franchise- 
grantee  could  proceed  with  perfecting  plans,  secure  War  Department 
approval  and  organize  the  financing  or  could  even  know  whether  his 
bridge  could  be  built  and  profitably  operated.  The  cost  of  making  the 
necessary  borings  to  determine  the  foundation  conditions  was  variously 
estimated  as  from  $75,000  to  $300,000.  It  was  estimated  that  the 
task  of  making  the  borings  will  take  from  six  months  to  a  year.  The 
only  data  now  available  are  some  test  borings  made  inside  the  pierhead 
line  off  Hunter's  Point  in   1921,  when  there  was  agitation  for  locating 
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the  naval  base  in  that  vicinity.  These  showed  rock  at  57  feet  and  84 
feet  below  mean  low  water.  One  of  the  proponents  made  two  borings 
on  a  Telegraph  Hill-Goat  Island  route  which  showed  rock  at  208  feet 
and  254  feet. 

The  City  Engineer  informed  the  Supervisors  that  borings  would  cost 
about  $200,000,  but  it  was  his  opinion  that  for  any  route  more  than  a 
few  hundred  yards  south  of  Goat  Island  it  may  be  necessary  to  use  deep 
piling,  in  which  case  preliminary  borings  would  not  be  essential  to  esti- 
mating probable  costs.  He  expressed  his  belief  that  deep  piling  founda- 
tions are  practical  and  cited  the  Ferry  building,  which  did  not  settle  dur- 
ing the  quakes  of  1906,  as  an  example  of  the  use  of  that  foundation  type. 
One  proponent  suggested  that  all  borings  taken  by  private  concerns  be 
turned  over  to  the  city  gratis  for  information  to  guide  in  the  selection  of 
a  bridge  route,  if  the  prospective  franchise  holder  could  not  complete  the 
project  because  of  failure  to  get  a  War  Department  permit,  inability  to 
finance,  or  other  contingencies. 

Earthquake  Hazards 

What  effect  an  earthquake  might  have  on  a  bridge  or  tube  structure 
across  San  Francisco  Bay  was  discussed  frankly  at  the  hearings  as  an  en- 
gineering problem.  Considerable  testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  a 
bridge  can  be  built  to  withstand  shocks  that  might  be  expected  on  the 
route  of  a  bay  crossing.  From  an  engineering  standpoint  it  was  said 
that  it  could  be  constructed  so  as  to  vibrate  with  the  movement  of  the 
earth,  or  sufficiently  strong  to  resist  shock.  The  feasibility  of  type  and 
design,  from  this  standpoint,  will  be  one  of  the  studies  which  the  pro- 
posed expert  survey  will  have  to  consider. 

As  to  the  possibility  of  a  severe  shock  along  the  route  of  a  bridge,  sev- 
eral seismological  experts  were  quoted.  It  was  explained  by  one  pro- 
ponent that  the  study  of  Prof.  Andrew  C.  Lawson  of  the  University  of 
California  established  two  main  fault  lines — one  the  San  Andreas  fault 
along  the  San  PVancisco  peninsula,  and  the  other  the  Hayward  fault 
along  the  western  edge  of  the  Berkeley  Hills,  with  the  land  between, 
which  would  be  transversed  by  a  bridge  or  tube,  having  only  minor  faults 
and  moving  as  a  unit  between  the  larger  faults.  The  conclusion  drawn 
by  the  proponent  was: 

"All  of  them  (the  proposed  projects)  may  have  a  clean  bill  of  health  in  this 
respect,  in  my  humble  judg-ment,  that  they  all  exist  in  that  central  block  between  the 
Hayward  fault  and  the  San  Andreas  fault,  and  if  they  are  founded  on  solid  rock  or 
on  deep  piling,  experience  everywhere,  Japan  and  here  and  Chile  and  Italy,  indicates 
that  on  such  deep  foundations,  those  structures  will  vibrate  with  the  basic  rock  and 
are  as  reasonably  safe  as  human  hands  can  build.  None  of  these  bridges  cross  vio- 
lent central  faults,  they  all  fit  on  this  central  geologic  block  which  moves  as  one 
big  mass,  Oakland  to  San  Francisco  together." 
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A  report  made  by  Prof.  George  D.  Louderback  for  one  of  the  Tele- 
graph Hill-Goat  Island  proponents,  contained  this  comment: 

"No  definite  evidence,  from  surface  features,  from  ground  movements  connected 
with  known  earthquakes,  or  from  any  instrumental  record  of  minor  shocks,  points 
to  an  active  fault  line  between  the  two  important  lines  mentioned.  On  geological 
evidence  faults  have  been  recognized  between  these  lines,  but  nothing  to  indicate  any 
recent  or  potential  activities. 

"There  is  no  reason,  therefore,  at  the  present  time,  to  believe  that  the  bed  rock 
between  Goat  Island  and  San  Francisco  peninsula  is  likely  to  suffer  from  the  direct 
shearing  or  tear  along  any  fault  line. 

"The  most  severe  shocks  in  the  bay  region  are  likely  to  originate  from  nearby 
sources,  and  it  must  be  recognized  that  there  are  such  sources  which  cause  earth- 
quakes in  this  region,  and  all  important  structures  should  be  built  to  resist  earth- 
quake shocks.  However,  the  character  of  the  ground  on  which  the  foundation  rests 
is  of  considerable  importance,  and  a  careful  study  of  the  California  earthquakes  of 
1906  showed  that  in  San  Francisco  the  minimum  intensity  of  disturbance,  that  is,  in 
other  words,  the  least  damaged  for  the  same  kinds  of  structure,  were  found  in  areas 
,  of  bed  rock." 

Some  proponents  took  a  more  skeptical  viewpoint  on  the  question,  point- 
ing out  that  faults  under  the  bay  have  not  been  exhaustively  studied  and 
that  the  Ferry  Building  tower  was  wrecked  in  1906.  But  it  was  gen- 
erally argued  that  unless  a  structure  crossed  an  active  fault  line,  which 
might  shear  any  bridge  or  tube,  it  would  be  possible  to  so  construct  a 
crossing  that  would  vibrate  "sanely"  if  foundations  were  on  solid  rock  or 
deep  piling,  and  if  certain  structural  safeguards  were  taken. 

One  tube  proponent  declared  a  non-rigid  tube  can  be  constructed 
which  will  be  quake-vibrating  proof.  A  tube  was  attacked  by  other  pro- 
ponents, however,  because  of  the  impossibility  of  constructing  it  en- 
tirely on  a  rock  foundation,  and  they  claimed  that  at  the  point  where  the 
rock  foundation  changed  to  soil,  there  would  occur  a  difference  in  vi- 
brating periods  which  would  wreck  the  structure. 


There  can  he  no  doubt  that  the  structural  requirements  of  a  bridge 
froject  are  matters  for  dcterminaticni  by  expert  engineering  study  and 
should  be  a  'part  of  a  report  on  the  physical  features  of  a  bridge^  which 
would  include  the  designation  of  a  type  as  to  location^  and  the  specifica- 
tions which  should  be  geyterally  required  to  insure  the  practicability  and 
safety  of  the  structure. 
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VIII. 

Financial  Feasibility 

It  is  fundamental  that  if  a  bay  crossing  is  to  be  financed  and  operated 
by  private  capital,  the  project  must  not  only  be  physically  feasible  but 
financially  feasible. 

Estimates  of  probable  cost  and  probable  earnings  of  a  project,  as  pre- 
sented at  the  bridge  hearings,  were  not  sufficiently  complete  to  give  a 
comprehensive  picture  of  what  the  financial  set-up  of  a  bay  crossing 
would  be.  Nor  were  these  estimates  such  as  to  permit  comparison  of 
figures  between  projects,  to  the  end  that  conclusive  opinions  might  be 
formed  as  to  the  soundness  or  conservatism  of  the  figures  presented. 

Some  proponents  prepared  somewhat  complete  statements  showing  var- 
ious items  of  cost,  possible  sources  of  revenue,  necessary  rates  to  be 
charged,  and  the  method  of  financing.  Each  such  estimate,  while  usual- 
ly stated  as  made  sufficiently  elastic  to  cover  most  possible  contingencies, 
was  admittedly  only  in  the  nature  of  a  prospectus,  due  to  the  necessity  of 
knowing  just  what  foundation  conditions  will  be,  the  capacity  and  clear- 
ances to  be  required,  and  a  number  of  other  considerations  which  could 
only  be  assumed. 

Nevertheless,  it  naturally  followed  that  each  proponent  took  the  po- 
sition that,  unless  impossible  or  onerous  conditions  were  met  or  imposed,  a 
crossing  could  be  financed  and  built  by  private  capital  and  that  private 
capital  to  the  large  extent  necessary  will  be  forthcoming  for  any  pro- 
ject. It  was  said  by  several  proponents  that  only  if  the  proper  conditions 
can  be  met,  will  it  be  possible  for  private  capital  to  support  any  project; 
that  if  the  ground  rental,  cost,  facilities  and  other  possible  charges  are  such 
as  will  not  permit  a  proper  earning  on  the  investment,  then  such  a  struc- 
ture is  impossible,  and  that  the  only  organization  that  can  carry  on  such 
projects,  irrespective  of  cost,  is  a  public  body — a  municipality  or  the  State. 

Methods  of  Financing — Promotion 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  taken  the  position  that  the  methqd  of 
financing  and  the  financial  backing  of  any  project  is  a  subject  of  public 
concern.  Although  the  powers  of  the  Board  do  not  extend  to  the  point 
of  dictating  what  these  shall  be,  the  Board  proposed,  and  the  proponents 
in  general  concurred,  that  the  Board  should  be  given  satisfactory  informa- 
tion as  to  how,  and  through  whom,  the  successful  applicant  would  finance 
his  proposed  project.  Proponents  declared  that  it  would  not  be  prudent 
nor  possible  to  give  full  financial  details  while  competitors  were  still  in 
the  field,  whereupon  the  Board  stipulated  that  such  information  should  be 
presented  to  the  Board  or  a  committee  thereof  at  the  proper  time,  and 
before  a  franchise  is  granted. 

As  evidence  of  good  faith,  several  proponents  voluntarily  agreed  to 
post  bonds  for  successful  performance  of  the  steps  necessarj'  to  obtain  a 
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permit  and  finance  the  project.  The  proposals  ranged  from  bonds  of 
$100,000  to  $1,000,000. 

Some  evidence  of  proposed  methods  of  financing  were  given.  Most 
proponents  planned  to  float  stock  and  bonds  issues,  through  "closed"  cor- 
porations. One  proponent  proposed  to  carry  his  project  exclusively  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  bonds.  It  was  stated  that  the  financial  back- 
ing in  practically  every  case  would  be  assigned  to  a  large  and  varied 
number  of  financial  interests,  because  of  the  huge  investment  needed. 
Assurance  from  large  bond  houses  as  to  the  feasibility  of  financing  were 
presented  by  some  proponents.  One  project  named  its  principal  sup- 
porters, all  local  capitalists. 

Promotion  costs  necessary  for  any  privately-financed  bridge  project 
were  estimated  by  proponents  at  from  twelve  to  thirty  per  cent.  This  as 
yet,  has  not  been  considered  in  a  comprehensive  way  by  the  Board  of  Su- 
pervisors; an  adequate  percentage  therefore  will  probably  be  more  ac- 
curately established  after  proper  subsequent  investigation.  The  cost  of 
promotion  is  one  of  the  elements  proposed  to  be  eliminated  if  the  crossing 
is  built  as  a  publicly-financed  project. 

Influences  on  Cost  of  Location  and  Traffic 

The  financial  soundness  of  a  bridge  undertaking  involves  many  of  the 
factors  which  have  been  discussed  in  this  report  and  certain  other  elements 
concerning  which  little  or  no  evidence  was  brought  out  at  the  hearings, 
but  concerning  which  the  Supervisors  should  obtain  authoritative  infor- 
mation before  granting  a  franchise. 

Among  those  elements  which  will  be  reflected  in  the  actual  cost  of 
construction  are :  The  location  as  aflrected  by  foundation  conditions,  height 
and  width  of  spans,  and  property  damage  and  approaches;  the  capacity  as 
to  the  inclusion  of  vehicular,  vehicular  and  rapid  transit,  or  vehicular, 
rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  rail  traflRc,  and  the  necessary  number 
of  lanes  and  tracks;  and  the  possible  necessity  of  obtaining  street  fran- 
chises, leasing  or  building  of  terminals,  or  opening  of  new  streets  and 
securing  rights-of-way  leading  to  bridgeheads. 

Those  elements  which  apply  to  the  fi.nancial  feasibility  include:  Pos- 
sible sources  of  revenue,  that  is,  whether  vehicular  tolls  alone  will  be 
available,  or  whether  revenue  will  be  obtained  from  rapid  transit  and 
transcontinental  rail  traffic,  if  included;  possible  amounts  of  revenue 
which  may  be  collected  from  all  sources;  operating  costs,  taxes,  insur- 
ance, interest  on  money  during  construction;  and  the  necessary  sums 
which  must  accrue  to  pay  interest  on  bonds  and  stock  dividends,  and  to 
amortize  the  capital  cost  of  the  project  in  50  years. 

These  latter  factors  are  of  such  importance  that  Gustav  Lindenthal, 
one  of  the  bridge  proponents  and  considered  as  the  dean  of  his  profes- 
sion, declared  to  the  Supervisors  that  even  above  the  power  of  the  War 
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Department  to  say  where  and  what  kind  of  bridge  may  be  built  is  the 
"money  power" — the  bankers  who  will  determine  whether  they  will  pro- 
vide the  finances  for  any  project  even  if  it  has  the  War  Department's 
approval.  It  was  Dr.  Lindenthal's  contention  that  revenues  will  not  be 
available  in  sufficient  amount,  particularly  in  the  face  of  possible  ferry 
competition,  to  insure  the  financial  success  of  an  expensive  bridge,  regard- 
less of  location.      In  his  own  words: 

"It  is  nonsense  to  propose  a  bridge  connection  running  into  sixty,  seventy,  or  a 
hundred  million  dollars.  The  traffic  is  not  there  to  pay  for  it.  You  take  the  plan 
to  the  bankers.  They  will  look  into  the  thing,  and  if  they  say,  'Nothing  doing. 
We  are  not  going  to  invest  in  this  plan,'  then  you  are  at  an  end  to  your  proceed- 
ings." 

Those  proponents  who  planned  the  more  expensive  projects  argued 
the  feasibility  thereof  on  the  basis  that  their  projects  crossed  the  bay  on 
the  most  direct  routes,  which  would  in  their  opinion  insure  to  a  larger  de- 
gree the  obtaining  of  all  possible  traffic  and  the  use  of  the  project  by  the 
rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  rail  lines.  They  also  contended  that 
an  indirect  route  would  not  take  care  of  all  the  traffic,  that  the  ferries 
would  continue  to  handle  a  relatively  large  volume  of  the  total  available 
traffic,  and  thus  the  full  effectiveness  of  a  bridge  would  not  be  realized. 

One  proponent  pointed  out  the  necessity  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
obtaining  comparable  costs  of  the  projects,  as  lump  sum  estimates  would 
leave  the  Supervisors  in  ignorance  of  the  factors  included  or  excluded. 
He  declared  that  his  particular  project,  which  included  complete  terminal 
arrangements,  should  not  be  compared  in  total  cost  with  projects  which 
do  not  make  such  provision.  Another  proponent,  with  the  same  idea  in 
mind,  introduced  a  series  of  tables,  showing  the  additions  to  the  cost  of 
his  structure,  if  it  was  to  be  made  comparable  with  some  others,  and  he 
drew  the  conclusion  that  if  all  possible  contingencies  were  to  be  met  by  a 
bridge  project,  the  cost  would  be  increased  to  such  an  extent  that  tolls 
would  be  prohibitive. 

One  influence  on  cost  is  the  type  of  construction,  whether  continuous 
high  level,  or  combination  high-level  low-level  spans  and  trestle  or  fill. 
Those  proponents  whose  projects  cross  the  comparative  wide  stretch  of 
shoal  water  off  Alameda  Island  contended  that  simpler  methods  of  con- 
struction (low  spans,  trestle,  and  causeway  or  fill)  for  a  large  percentage 
of  the  route  would  decrease  the  cost  and  materially  increased  the  finan- 
cial feasibility. 

As  to  the  accuracy  of  the  cost  estimates,  one  tube  proponent  declared 
that  tubes  are  influenced  by  foundation  conditions  to  a  lesser  degree 
than  bridges,  and,  therefore,  that  tube  estimates  could  be  more  closely 
computed.  A  bridge  proponent,  however,  cited  the  case  of  the  Philadel- 
phia-Camden bridge  to  show  that  the  increase  in  actual  cost  over  the  esti- 
mated cost  (25  per  cent)  was  almost  entirely  confined  to  the  increase  in 
cost  of  real  estate  (property  damage),  and  that  engineering  costs  were  al- 
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most  identical  with  estimates;   while  in  the  case  of  the  Holland  Tubes 

under  the  Hudson  River,  construction  estimates  were  exceeded  by  60  per 

cent. 

Some  of  the  factors  of  cost  not  previously  discussed,  which  deserve 

some   mention,   are  property   damage,   interest   during   construction,   and 

taxes  and  insurance.  _.  _^ 

Property  Damage 

Bridge  authorities  stated  that  property  damage  is  an  important  factor 
in  any  bridge,  and  particularly  if  it  is  a  private  toll-bridge.  Certain  of 
the  Hunter's  Point  proponents  declared  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  select- 
ing Hunter's  Point  as  a  terminus  was  the  high  price  of  property  of  any 
other  location  to  the  north  on  the  San  Francisco  peninsula.  One  Cen- 
tral-area proponent  urged  a  Rincon  Hill  terminus  because,  it  was  stated, 
the  property  damage  on  such  a  location  would  be  nil. 

Experiences  on  other  bridge  projects  were  cited  to  the  eflFect  that  the 
original  estimate  of  property  damage  for  the  Philadelphia-Camden 
bridge,  completed  in  1926,  was  $4,000,000  and  the  final  estimate  some- 
thing like  $11,000,000;  that  a  bridge  location  at  Boston  was  changed 
one  mile  to  reduce  the  property  damage  cost  from  $13,000,000  to  $7,- 
000,000,  which  made  the  difference  between  the  ability  or  inability  of 
financing  as  a  private  enterprise;  and  that  the  property  damage  cost  of 
the  New  York  City  bridges — the  Brooklyn,  Manhattan  and  Queensboro 
— were  said  to  have  varied  from  $7,000,000  to  $14,000,000,  in  some 
cases  amounting  to  almost  as  much  as  the  cost  of  the  bridge  itself. 

Several  of  the  proponents  indicated  that  they  will  require  the  use  of 
the  City's  power  of  condemnation  to  perfect  their  terminal  plans. 

A  proponent  of  a  combination  bridge-and-tube  project  declared  that 
while  the  cost  of  property  damage  for  a  bridge  might  be  excessive,  there 
was  practically  no  property  damage  for  a  tube,  except  during  course  of 
construction.  He  cited  the  tube  terminals  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
in  New  York  City  as  an  example  of  the  enhancement  of  value  of 
property  where  a  tube  is  located. 

Interest  During  Construction 

The  cost  element  of  the  time  to  complete  is  in  the  interest  on  the  in- 
vestment during  construction.  This  must  be  added  to  the  "contract" 
price,  to  determine  the  total  capital  cost  of  the  project.  It  is  a  well- 
known  law  of  financing  that  a  project  completed  one  year  sooner  than 
another  represents  a  saving  in  cost  and  will  make  possible  a  more  modest 
return  on  the  investment  to  amortize  the  cost  within  the  life  of  a  fran- 
chise. In  the  case  of  a  bridge  which  involves  millions  of  dollars,  this 
item  is  a  considerable  one  to  be  recognized. 

The  various  proponents  have  estimated  the  time  to  construct  their  pro- 
jects from  two  to  seven  years.  This  is  figured  from  the  starting  of  con- 
struction, and  is  an  addition  to  the  time  necessary  to  obtain  a  franchise, 
make  foundation  tests,  complete  the  plans,  obtain  a  permit  from  the  War 
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Department,  and  arrange  for  adequate  financing.  The  preliminary 
steps,  if  the  legislative  machinery  moves  with  all  possible  speed  to  grant 
a  franchise,  have  been  estimated  to  entail  from  one  to  two  years. 

Statements  as  to  the  time  necessary  for  actual  construction  of  a  project 
were  not  subject  to  questioning  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  However, 
evidence  is  in  the  records  of  the  bridge  hearings  which  shows  that  the 
modern  New  York  bridges,  which  are  shorter  than  any  of  the  proposed 
bay  bridge  projects,  each  took  approximately  seven  years  to  construct.  It 
is  also  known  that  the  Carquinez  Straits  Bridge,  which  is  4482  feet  long, 
will  take  more  than  four  years  to  complete. 

Taxes  and  Insurance 

A  private  toll  bridge  is  subject  to  special  franchise  and  license  taxes. 
The  franchise  tax  payable  to  the  State  is  fixed  at  1.6  per  cent  of  the 
franchise  value.  The  franchise  value  is  determined  by  the  State  Board 
of  Equalization  as  the  actual  cash  value  based  on  consideration  of  paid-in 
capital  stock,  funded  and  floating  debts,  assessed  value  of  the  property, 
market  value  of  all  non-assessable  real  and  personal  property,  dividends, 
gross  receipts,  expenses  and  profit  and  loss  balance. 

The  license  tax  is  fixed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  county 
granting  the  franchise  at  not  less  than  $3.00  a  month  or  more  than  $100 
a  month,  and  not  to  exceed  10  per  cent  of  the  toll  annually  collected. 

Insurance  costs  will  probably  be  influenced  by  the  type  of  construction 
and  the  manner  in  which  the  earthquake  risk  is  satisfactorily  taken  care 
of.  In  view  of  probable  foundation  conditions,  the  elimination  of 
earthquake  risks  would  likely  reflect  in  increased  cost  of  the  substructure 
and  lessened  insurance  cost. 

Estimates  of  Annual  Expenditures 
The  subject  of  operating  costs  was  touched  on  only  casually  at  the 
hearings.     Several  proponents  set  up  an  arbitrary  sum  of  $750,000  as  the 
probable  annual  operating  cost.      One  proponent  stated: 

"Experience  has  proven  that  the  cost  of  maintenance  and  operation  on  bridges  of 
this  type  amount  to  about  eight  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  superstructure." 

(On  this  basis,  the  operating  costs  of  all  the  proposed  projects  would 
run  from  $800,000  to  $4,000,000.) 

One  compilation  of  costs,  which  applied  to  a  Central-area  structure 
carrying  all  types  of  trafl^c,  with  a  terminal  building  in  San  Francisco, 
at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $100,000,000  was  given  as  follows: 

Painting  $    500,000 

Lighting  50,000 

Signals   and    Maintenance 25,000 

Track,  Highway,  and  General  Repairs 350,000 

Terminals  400,000 

Administration   and   General 275,000 

Miscellaneous   400,000 

Total  annually  [42,000,000 
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The  proponent  added  $6,400,000  for  interest  on  bonds,  dividends  on 
preferred  stock  and  amortization  requirements,  making  a  total  of  $8,- 
400,000  as  the  annual  revenue  required.  This  sum,  less  possible  revenues 
from  the  terminal  building,  would  be  the  amount  to  be  collected  in  tolls 
and  charges  for  rail  use. 

No  such  complete  figures  were  submitted  by  other  bridge  proponents 
so  that  it  is  not  possible  to  set  forth  with  any  authority  the  estimated  op- 
erating costs  or  complete  gross  income  necessary  for  any  of  the  less  ex- 
pensive projects.  One  proponent  estimated  the  probable  required  annual 
gross  income  at  15  per  cent  of  the  entire  cost;  another  proponent  esti- 
mated that  123^'  per  cent  would  be  needed,  as  compared  with  8.4  per 
cent  for  the  above  mentioned  detailed  estimate. 

One  proponent  of  a  combination  tube-and-bridge  project  stated  that 
the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  had  not  spent  a  cent  for  maintenance  of  its 
railroad  tubes  under  the  Hudson  River  for  a  period  of  years  and  another 
railroad  had  spent  only  a  few  thousand  dollars  a  year.  His  conclusion 
was  that  the  tube  portion  of  his  project  would  be  more  cheaply  main- 
tained than  a  bridge,  and  that  the  only  large  expense  would  be  for  main- 
taining a  ventilating  system  for  the  vehicular  tubes,  which  he  estimated 
would  cost  $600,000  a  year.  A  vehicular  tube  would  also  have  to  be 
provided  with  a  24-hour-a-day  lighting  system,  some  kind  of  auto  traffic 
control  mechanism  and  probably  a  bulkhead  control  system. 

Sources  of  Revenue 

A  bay  crossing,  consummated  as  a  privately-financed  and  privately-op- 
erated venture,  must  obtain  sufficient  revenues  in  toll  charges  to  meet  cost 
of  operation,  interest  on  the  investment,  and  amortization  of  capital  cost 
within  50  years.  Possible  sources  of  revenue  would  be  from  vehicular 
traffic,  rapid  transit  patrons  or  carriers,  transcontinental  carriers  or  pas- 
senger and  freight  traffic,  conduits,  and  auxiliaries  such  as  terminals. 

The  proportion  of  total  gross  revenue  that  the  various  classes  of  tolls 
were  estimated  to  pay  varied  with  the  different  projects,  as  the  plans  for 
these  projects  as  to  the  chief  uses  of  a  bridge  varied.  Some  proponents 
figured  on  vehicular  tolls  as  practically  the  sole  source  of  income.  One 
proponent  proposed  that  the  major  revenue  should  come  from  the  rapid 
transit  companies.  Other  proponents  declared  that  the  railroads  must  be 
looked  to  for  their  proportionate  share  of  the  additional  investment  and 
operating  costs  necessary  to  carry  such  class  of  traffic.  One  statement 
made  was  that  the  most  optimistic  estimate  of  the  total  income  which 
could  be  obtained  from  the  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  railroads 
would  be  $3,000,000  a  year. 

The  means  whereby  a  proposed  bay  crossing  would  derive  sufficient 
revenue  to  insure  financial  success,  were  not  thoroughly  worked  out  by 
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many  of  the  proponents,  because  of  the  many  uncertain  factors  involved. 
It  was  recognized  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  the  power,  in  the 
granting  of  a  franchise,  to  fix  the  tolls  that  may  be  charged.  After  the 
project  is  in  operation,  however,  that  power  will  probably  be  vested  with 
the  State  Railroad  Commission  as  the  crossing  will  be  an  inter-county 
one.  The  policy  of  the  Railroad  Commission  is  to  fix  such  tolls  as  to 
make  possible  an  adequate  return  on  the  valuation  of  the  operative  prop- 
erty. Tentative  tolls  fixed  by  the  proponent,  therefore,  are  only  indices 
of  what  may  be  necessary  to  charge  in  order  that  a  sufficient  gross  income 
will  be  produced. 

Not  only  is  there  a  wide  variance  in  the  proportionate  sources  of  rev- 
enue, but  in  the  feasibility  of  the  rates  that  can  be  charged  to  different 
classes  of  traffic. 

Vehicular  Tolls 

One  economic  factor  accepted  by  a  number  of  bridge  proponents  was 
that  the  vehicular  toll-charge  ought  to  be  as  low  or  lower  than  the  exist- 
ing rates  fixed  by  the  State  Railroad  Commission  for  ferries.  There- 
fore, a  majority  of  proponents  tentatively  fixed  vehicular  tolls  at  60  cents 
a  passenger  car  and  5  cents  for  each  passenger,  which  is  the  present  ferry 
rate.  It  was  estimated  that  the  average  number  of  passengers  to  a  car  is 
2.5  to  2.8.  Some  proponents  did  not  believe  it  to  be  an  economic  neces- 
sity, in  order  to  get  all  the  vehicular  traffic,  to  charge  the  same  rate  as  the 
ferries,  and  therefore  proposed  rates  as  high  as  80  cents  and  85  cents. 

In  addition  to  vehicular  passenger  traffic,  it  was  estimated  that  20  per 
cent  of  the  total  vehicular  tolls  would  come  from  motor-hauled  freight, 
at  a  rate  per  ton.  Motor  busses  were  also  suggested  as  a  source  of 
revenue,  upon  which  no  rate  was  estimated.  Only  one  proponent  sub- 
mitted a  comprehensive  estimate  of  proposed  vehicular  tolls,  showing 
what  initial  rates  must  be  charged,  and  what  reduction  could  be  made  in 
the  future  because  of  increase  in  vehicular  traffic,  taking  into  account  the 
experience  of  bay  vehicular  ferries  which  have  met  with  a  material  in- 
crease in  business  each  time  the  toll  was  lowered. 

This  proponent  also  submitted  the  following  table  of  prospective  tolls 
that  he  claimed  would  have  to  be  charged  for  any  bridge  according  to  its 
cost,  if  vehicular  tolls  alone  are  available.  It  was  assumed  that  any 
bridge  would  have  to  bring  in  a  gross  return  of  12^/2  per  cent  on  the  in- 
vestment, that  20  per  cent  of  the  entire  revenue  would  be  collected  on 
motor  freight,  that  the  average  vehicular  traffic  for  the  first  ten  years 
would  be  6,000,000  cars  annually,  and  that  there  would  be  three  pas- 
sengers for  each  automobile,  paying  5  cents  each. 
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Estimated 

.Estimated 

Vehicular 

Vehicular 

Bridge  Costs 

Toll  Rates 

Bridge  Costs 

Toll  Rates 

$20,000,000 

$0.19 

$70,000,000 

$1.02 

25,000,000 

0.27 

75,000,000 

1.10 

30,000,000 

0.35 

80,000,000 

1.19 

35,000,000 

0.44 

85,000,000 

1.27 

40,000,000 

0.52 

90,000,000 

1.35 

45,000,000 

0.60 

95,000,000 

1.43 

Present  ferry  rate    0.60 

100,000,000 

1.52       . 

50,000,000 

0.69 

105,000,000 

1.60 

55,000,000 

0.77 

110,000,000 

1.69 

60,000,000 

0.85 

115,000,000 

1.75 

65,000,000 

0.94  ' 

120,000,000 

1.85 

Another  proponent  based  the  possible  vehicular  return  on  the  basis  of 
present  gross  revenue  of  the  Southern  Pacific  auto  ferries  across  San 
Francisco  Bay,  which  were  said  to  be  $200,000  a  month,  or  $2,400,000 
a  year. 

Competition  of  the  Ferries 

Many  bridge  proponents  predicted  that  the  ferries  will  go  out  of  exist- 
ence with  the  materialization  of  a  bridge.    One  proponent  stated: 

"The  time  is  close  upon  us  when  the  ferry  system  will  be  absolutely  inadequate 
to  accommodate  traffic  without  stifling  San  Francisco's  growth  and  the  develop- 
ment of  the  East  Bay  cities.  I  believe  that  the  Railroad  Commission  will  allow  the 
railroads  to  amortize  the  cost  of  their  ferry  systems  within  a  certain  number  of 
years  if  a  bridge  is  an  assured  fact." 

Other  proponents  insisted  that,  despite  bridge  competition,  ferries 
would  still  have  a  limited  use  for  the  carrying  of  transcontinental  passen- 
gers if  the  bridge  does  not  provide  for  that  class  of  traffic,  serving  certain 
districts  which  can  be  more  economically  handled  by  ferry  if  bridgeheads 
are  too  remote,  and  other  contingencies  which  may  develop.  Such  con- 
tingencies were  stated  as:  If  the  cost  of  the  bridge  is  so  great  that  the 
necessary  vehicular  toll  is  greater  than  that  which  a  ferry  might  charge, 
the  ferries  would  continue  to  get  a  considerable  part  of  the  vehicular 
traffic;  if  the  bridgeheads  are  too  far  removed  from  a  direct  route,  some 
vehicular  travel  would  follow  the  shorter  route;  and  that  railroads  may 
not  use  any  route  which  increases  the  cost  of  transportation,  or  which  does 
not  improve  the  time  made  by  ferry. 

One  proponent  took  the  position  that  the  ferries  will  be  active  compe- 
titors of  a  bridge  as  long  as  they  can  operate  at  a  rate  which  will  bring 
them  business.  He  contended  that  no  bridge  at  any  location  charging  a 
toll  in  excess  of  35  cents  per  motor  vehicle  can  drive  the  present  automo- 
bile ferries  out  of  business.  His  argument  was  that  the  ferry  companies 
could  cling  to  the  use  of  their  equipment  as  long  as  it  makes  any  return 
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upon  the  investment  (which  he  said  could  be  done  on  a  rate  as  low  as  30 
cents)  rather  than  scrap  the  ferry  boats  and  the  various  other  equipment. 
He  cited  as  an  example  the  auto  ferry  service  across  the  San  Joaquin  river 
parallel  to  the  new  Antioch  bridge,  which,  when  the  bridge  opened,  re- 
duced its  rates  from  75  cents  to  40  cents  and  it  was  found  that  many 
persons  preferred  paying  40  cents  for  the  ferry  trip,  to  paying  75  cents 
for  crossing  the  bridge.  This  proponent's  conclusion  was  that  bankers 
would  consider  such  competition  before  agreeing  to  finance  any  bridge, 
and  that  they  would  conclude  that  a  bridge  that  would  or  must  charge  60 
cents  or  more  as  a  vehicular  toll  would  not  get  the  traffic  to  show  a  return 
on  the  investment. 

Rapid  Transit  Tolls 

Two  methods  of  levying  rapid  transit  tolls  were  proposed.  One  was 
to  charge  each  commuter  a  fixed  rate.  The  other  was  that  the  operat- 
ing company  or  companies  should  pay  a  fixed  charge  based  on  capital  in- 
vested and  operating  costs,  which  could  be  in  the  form  of  a  lease. 

One  proponent  believed  that  a  slight  increase  in  rates  would  not  be 
prohibitive.  The  basis  for  determining  the  cost  of  such  service  was 
shown  from  what  were  said  to  be  official  figures.  These  showed  operat- 
ing expense,  only,  of  the  bay  ferry  systems  as  5.2  cents  a  passenger  on  the 
Southern  Pacific  route  and  3.5  cents  a  passenger  on  the  Key  Route. 
Passenger  traffic  was  stated  to  be  cheaper  by  ferry  than  by  rail,  and 
therefore,  any  bridge  would  have  to  look  to  the  carriers  for  some  part  of 
the  revenue,  or  the  present  commuter's  rate  would  have  to  be  increased. 

The  proponent  declared  that  the  rate  the  commuter  would  have  to 
pay  would  depend  on  whether  the  carrier  would  be  willing  to  assume  part 
of  the  increased  cost.  This  could  only  be  determined  he  said,  by  a  com- 
prehensive analysis  of  the  carrier's  cost  of  operation.  An  increase  of 
5  cents  or  6  cents  a  fare,  which  was  suggested  as  not  excessive,  would 
permit  the  bridge  project  2  cents  a  fare  to  meet  its  costs,  and  the  carriers 
would  have  3  cents  or  4  cents  to  meet  their  added  costs. 

The  determining  factor,  however,  he  stated,  would  be  how  much  the 
rate  could  be  increased  without  defeating  the  purpose  of  a  bridge — to 
stimulate  traffic.  It  was  stated  that  each  of  the  four  advances  in  ferry 
rates  since  1918  had  resulted  in  a  slowing  down  of  the  rate  of  growth  in 
traffic,  and  the  last  advance  in  December,  1925  had  resulted  in  a  falling 
ofi^  of  traffic. 

Another  statement  was  made,  somewhat  along  the  lines  of  the  above 
estimate,  to  show  that  the  present  rapid-transit  rates  would  have  to  be  in- 
creased to  meet  the  added  costs  of  bringing  rapid-transit  trains  into  San 
Francisco  via  a  bridge.  In  this  instance,  however,  the  conclusion  was 
drawn  that  the  commuters  would  not  be  willing  to  pay  for  such  service. 
It  was  estimated  that  the  return  on  an  investment  of  $10,000,000  (which 
was  said  to  be  an  average  cost  of  equipping  a  bridge  to  carry  rapid  transit 
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traffic  above  the  cost  of  a  vehicular  bridge)  would  necessitate  a  charge  of  2 
cents  a  trip  to  the  commuter,  or  about  $1.20  a  month.  In  addition,  ac- 
cording to  the  proponent,  the  railways  would  have  to  make  a  capital  in- 
vestment for  approaches  to  the  bridge  and  for  a  loop  or  terminal  in  San 
Francisco  and  would  have  to  meet  a  probable  increase  of  50  per  cent  in 
car-mile  haul  cost;  to  offset  this  expense  there  would  only  be  the  sav- 
ing on  cost  of  operation  of  the  ferries.  The  total  added  cost  might  al- 
most double  the  present  commuter's  monthly  rate  of  $5.20,  the  propo- 
nent asserted. 

Transcontinental  Rail  Tolls 

Two  viewpoints  again  prevailed  regarding  possible  transcontinental 
traffic  revenues.  One  was  that  the  railroads  should  pay  a  fixed  charge, 
based  on  cost;  the  other,  that  other  sources  of  revenue  would  support  a 
bridge  project  if  revenues  from  transcontinental  traffic  are  nil  or  only 
nominal. 

As  in  the  case  of  rapid-transit  traffic,  it  was  stated  that  the  railroads 
would  be  subject  to  an  increased  cost  just  to  run  their  trains  into  San 
Francisco,  without  an  additional  charge  for  the  operation  of  a  bridge 
and  a  return  on  the  investment  necessary  to  provide  such  service,  which 
might  include  approaches  and  possible  new  terminals.  No  tolls,  other 
than  a  fixed  charge,  were  proposed  for  transcontinental  traffic,  passenger 
or  freight. 


The  paramount  necessity  of  a  bridge  froject  being  financially  feasible 
and  having  sound  and  adequate  financial  sufport  makes  it  extremely  im- 
portant that  the  Supervisors  should  receive  unbiased  and  complete  infor- 
mation o«  ( 1 )  the  comparable  costs  of  the.  projects  in  segregated  form 
including  structural  costs,  approaches,  term-inals,  property  damage,  interest 
during  construction,  and  other  competent  factors;  (2)  estimates  of  cost 
of  those  auxiliaries  to  the  project,  which  should  be  provided  by  rail  lines, 
or  the  municipalities  affected;  (3)  limits  of  cost  within  which  projects 
at  specified  locations  could  be  financed;  (4)  operating  and  maintenance 
costs,  fixed  charges,  possible  contingent  expenses,  and  probable  return  on 
the  investments;  (5)  sources  of  revenue,  expected  volume  of  different 
classes  of  revenue,  and  necessary   tolls  that  m.ust  be  charged. 

Such  a  report  is  an  essential  part  of  the  consideration  of  location  and 
capacity  of  a  bridge.  The  proposed  expert  study  has  sufficiently  broad 
powers  to  develop  this  information.  If  actuarial  or  other  special  ser- 
vices are  required  therefore,  the  study  should  be  sufficiently  financed  in 
order  that  this  information  may  be  completely  obtained.  The  Board,  on 
its  own  initiative,  must  also  satisfy  itself  as  to  how  a  project  will  be 
financed  and  by  whom,  what  allowances  are  to  be  m^de  for  promotion, 
and  whether  the  financial  structure  and  backing  is  sound  and  adequate. 
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IX. 
Public  Ownership  of  a  Bridge 

While  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  been  formally  proceeding  under 
the  State  Act  of  1881  governing  the  granting  of  a  franchise  for  a  private 
toll  bridge,  it  is  not  restricted  to  this  method  of  obtaining  a  bridge. 

The  State  law  makes  it  mandatory  for  the  Supervisors  to  hold  public 
hearings  on  an  application  for  a  private  toll  bridge  franchise,  if  such  ap- 
plication is  properly  made.  The  Board,  how^ever  is  not  compelled  to 
grant  a  franchise. 

Other  methods  of  obtaining  a  bridge,  as  permitted  by  State  law,  in- 
clude a  toll  bridge  built  by  a  bridge  district  composed  of  two  or  more 
contiguous  counties  or  parts  thereof;  a  toll  or  free  bridge  built  by  the 
two  counties  to  be  connected;  and  a  toll  or  free  bridge  built  by  a  single 
county  providing  the  other  county  refuses  to  co-operate. 

Proposals  to  build  a  transbay  bridge  under  some  one  of  these  other 
methods  have  been  made  by  Supervisors  who  believe  that  the  bay  crossing 
should  be  publicly  owned  and  operated.  The  propositions  which  have 
been  made,  or  may  be  said  to  be  still  under  consideration  of  Board,  that 
is,  upon  which  a  decision  has  been  postponed  pending  the  proposed  expert 
bridge  study  report,  will  follow. 

Bridge  District 

A  bridge  district,  to  be  composed  of  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  Ala- 
meda and  Contra  Costa  counties,  to  construct  a  transbay  crossing  was 
proposed  in  1921,  but  failed  for  lack  of  support  in  Alameda  county.  A 
proposition  to  create  a  bridge  district  composed  of  San  Francisco  and 
Alameda  counties,  or  that  part  of  Alameda  county  which  might  favor 
a  bridge,  has  been  introduced  in  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  substitute 
for  granting  a  private  toll-bridge  franchise. 

Procedure  for  the  formation  and  functioning  of  such  a  bridge  district 
would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge  district. 
It  would  provide  for  financing  of  estimated  costs  by  bonds  levied  against 
the  assessed  property  in  the  district,  and  for  its  operation  as  a  toll  bridge. 
The  State  bridge  district  law  would  limit  a  bond  issue;  to  40  years  and  the 
tolls  charged  would  have  to  be  sufficient  to  meet  all  operating  expense, 
maintenance  cost,  interest  on  the  bonds,  and  full  amortization. 

The  principal  arguments  advanced  for  a  publicly-built  bridge  were 
that  promotion  costs  and  private  profits  would  be  eliminated,  and  that 
a  project  of  such  magnitude  and  permanent  efi^ect  on  the  community 
should  be  under  the  direct  control  of  a  public  body.  It  was  also  con- 
tended that  a  bridge  built  by  public  funds  might  take  care  of  classes  of 
traffic  and  furnish  facilities  that  might  not  be  financially  feasible  for  a 
private  toll  bridge  to  supply. 

The  opposition  to  such  proposals,  as  expressed  by  other  members  of  the 
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Board  of  Supervisors,  was  principally  that  direct  public  ownership  will 
mean  delay  in  event  of  a  bridge  district,  such  as  has  been  experienced  by 
the  Golden  Gate  bridge  district,  and  that  it  might  create  an  excessive  drain 
on  the  City's  credit.  It  was  also  pointed  out  that  under  a  private  toll- 
bridge  franchise,  the  Board  exercises  some  degree  of  control  in  specifying 
how  a  bridge  shall  be  built,  in  fixing  tolls  and  in  requiring  an  audit  of 
accounts.  It  was  also  argued  that  it  is  possible  for  the  City  to  purchase  a 
privately-built  bridge  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  the  franchise,  except 
for  a  five-year  period,  and  that  at  the  end  of  50  years  it  would  become 
public  property  without  any  capital  outlay. 

As  to  a  publicly-built  bridge  being  able  to  provide  for  traffic  facilities 
which  might  not  be  feasible  for  a  privately-owned  bridge,  it  was  stated 
that  publicly-owned  bridges  would  be  obligated  by  State  law  to  charge 
tolls  sufficient  to  meet  all  costs  (operation,  maintenance,  interest  on 
bonds,  and  amortization  in  40  years)  and  those  tolls  would  have  to  be 
maintained  despite  possible  ferry  competition,  or  the  feasibility  of  the 
rate.  In  other  words,  the  tolls  of  a  bridge,  whether  built  by  a  bridge 
district  or  City  funds,  would  have  to  be  adequate  to  pay  off  the  capital 
cost  in  40  years  as  against  50  years  for  a  private  toll  bridge,  and  could  not 
be  reduced  to  meet  competition,  or,  perhaps,  to  bring  a  proposed  bridge 
project  within  a  limit  of  economic  feasibility. 

Bridge  Built  by  the  City 

No  proposal  has  been  made  to  build  a  bridge  by  joint  action  of  San 
Francisco  and  Alameda  counties,  and  those  proposals  which  provided  for 
a  San  Francisco  built  bridge  may  have  assumed  that  Alameda  County  as 
a  unit  would  not  co-operate  in  such  an  enterprise.  One  proposal,  made 
at  the  suggestion  of  Gustav  Lindenthal,  one  of  the  applicants  for  a  bridge 
franchise,  was  that  the  City  select  a  site,  prepare  plans,  obtain  War  De- 
partment approval,  and  then  decide  whether  a  private  franchise  should  be 
granted  after  competitive  bidding,  or  whether  it  should  be  built  from 
public  funds.  The  City  Attorney,  in  an  opinion  given  December  15, 
1926,  ruled  such  procedure  illegal  on  the  grounds  that  it  is  not  provided 
by  State  law,  and  that  there  is  no  legal  sanction  to  competitive  bidding 
for  a  franchise,  A  proposal  that  a  bridge  be  constructed  and  financed  by 
private  parties  for  the  city  on  a  commission  basis,  the  bonds  to  be  a  lien 
on  the  bridge,  was  also  declared  illegal  because  the  law  does  not  permit 
such  procedure,  nor  authorize  the  issuance  of  bonds  as  a  lien  on  a  bridge. 

The  City  Attorney  did  not  specifically  express  an  opinion  on  the  legality 
of  the  City  constructing  a  bridge  from  its  own  funds,  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  permanent  public  improvement,  but  he  interpolated  a  state- 
ment that  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  the  right  of  the  City  to  incur  bonded 
indebtedness  for  this  purpose.  He  pointed  out  that  bonds  issued  for  such 
a  bridge  would  be  subject  to  all  the  charter  limitations  relative  to  incur- 
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ring  of  bonded  indebtedness,  and  that  the  State  law  relative  to  the  collec- 
tion of  tolls  on  a  bridge  built  by  a  county  is  limited  to  an  amount  suf- 
ficient to  pay  the  cost  of  construction,  repairs,  and  expense  of  the  bridge. 
A  motion  is  now  pending  on  the  bridge  calendar  which  declares  that 
while  it  is  the  jxjlicy  of  the  Board  to  favor  a  publicly-owned  bridge,  it  is 
the  sense  of  the  Board  that  immediate  construction  by  private  capital  be 
favored.  A  pending  amendment  to  this  motion  proposes  that  the  City 
Attorney  prepare  and  report  to  the  Board,  the  legal  form  or  method  by 
which  the  question  of  public-ownership  or  private-ownership  of  a  pro- 
posed bridge  may  be  submitted  to  vote  of  the  people  at  the  earliest  op- 
portunity. 


Whether  the  transbay  bridge  is  to  be  privately  or  publicly  financed  and 
operated  is  a  question  which  the  Supervisors  may  decide  or  may  pass  to 
the  electorate  for  decision  by  some  form,  of  referendum. 

In  the  proposal  of  the  formation  of  a  bridge  districty  it  would  appear 
necessary  that  serious  consideration  be  given  to  the  effect  of  possible  de- 
lays preventing  the  realixation  of  a  transbay  crossing  for  years.  Also  the 
possible  tax  burden  on  the  taxpayers  of  a  bridge  district  would  have  to 
be  studied  in  relation  to  the  possible  contingency  that  a  toll-rate^  lower 
than  would  be  required  to  meet  all  expenses^  would  have  to  be  fixed  in 
order  to  m^et  competition  and  gain  the  fullest  use  of  a  bridge. 

Any  proposal  of  the  City  to  construct  a  bridge  from  its  own  funds 
would  necessitate  a  survey  of  those  needs  of  the  City  which  would  require 
bond-issue  financing  for  a  considerable  period  .into  the  future.  Based  on  the 
1926-27  assessment  roll,  the  bonded  debt  leeway  of  the  City  for  general 
purposes  today  is  approximately  $70,000,000.  This  normally  will  increase 
each  year,  due  to  bond  redemptions  and  increases  in  assessed  valuations. 
A  number  of  bond  issue  proposals  are  now  before  the  Supervisors  for  sub- 
mission to  the  voters  in  the,  near  future.  Most  of  the  proposals,  if  ap- 
proved, will  affect  the  debt  limit  for  general  purposes.  Tlrere  are  a 
number  of  other  major  improvements  and  utility  projects  zvhich  m,ay  pro- 
gress to  the  point  of  bond  issues  during  the  next  few  years.  All  such 
issues  that  may  be  authorized,  except  for  water  purposes  or  railway-pur- 
chase, will  likewise  affect  the  Charter  debt  limit  for  general  purposes. 

As  in  the  case'  of  a  bridge  district,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  have 
to  consider  the  effect  of  meeting  debt  charges  in  the  tax  rate  on  a  City- 
built  project,  if  the  toll  that  must  be  charged  is  not  sufficient  to  meet 
all  charges  against  the  project. 
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X. 

Description  of  Projects 
1.  Bay  Cities  Bridge  Corporation  (Sixteenth  Street) 

The  application  of  the  Bay  Cities  Bridge  Corporation  is  for  a  com- 
bined high-level  low-level  bridge  from  the  foot  of  Sixteenth  Street,  San 
Francisco,  to  the  foot  of  Pacific  Avenue,  Alameda.  Six  alternate  de- 
signs were  submitted.  The  seven  plans,  including  the  type  of  structure, 
capacity,  and  estimated  cost,  are: 

Type  Capacity  Estimated   Cost 

1.  Hig-h-level  bridge Vehicular   only   _$20,000,000 

2.  Bridge   and    one    tube.- Vehicular   only   _ 27,000,000 

3.  Bridge  and  two  tubes. Vehicular  only   _..  42,000,000 

4.  High-level    bridge ...Vehicular   and    rapid    transit. 30,000,000 

5.  High-level    bridge ^.Vehicular,  rapid  transit  and  railroad 68,000,000 

6.  Bridge  and  four  tubesVehicular   and    rapid    transit , 79,000,000 

7.  Bridge  and  six  tubes... Vehicular,  rapid  transit  and  railroad 116,000,000 

For  all  bridge  designs  a  38-foot  roadway  is  planned  with  four  vehicular 
lanes;  those  designs  carrying  rapid  transit  and  railroad  traffic  would  be 
double-decked.  The  high-level  section  over  the  main  ship  channel  would 
have  one  1000-foot  span  and  two  590-foot  spans,  135  feet  high.  The 
total  length  would  be  five  miles.  The  proposed  tubes  would  be  of  stand- 
ard construction,  50  feet  below  mean  low  water  under  the  main  ship 
channel  for  3000  feet,  and  to  emerge  on  a  built-up  island  which  would 
connect  with  a  low-level  bridge  to  the  east  shore.  Each  tube  would  carry 
two  vehicular  lanes  or  two  railway  tracks.  The  San  Francisco  approach 
would  connect  with  the  present  Sixteenth  Street  viaduct  over  Third  Street 
and  with  existing  transcontinental  railway  tracks  in  that  vicinity.  The 
East  Bay  approach  would  connect  with  existing  streets  for  vehicular 
traffic,  and  with  transcontinental  rail  lines  from  the  east  end  of  Alameda 
Island  and  present  routes  across  the  Estuary.  The  time  to  complete  any 
of  the  designs  was  given  as  from  33^|  to  4  years.  No  terminal  plans  were 
included.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  A.  J.  Han  ford,  president 
(since  deceased);  J.  G.  Little,  Charles  W.  Derleth  and  George  Calder, 
engineers;   and  Dudley  D.  Sales,  attorney. 

2.  Elbert  W.  Davis  (Victory  Tubes) 

The  application  of  Elbert  W.  Davis  is  for  a  tube  and  high-level 
bridge  from  Piers  26-28,  opposite  Bryant  Street,  San  Francisco,  to  the 
south  side  of  the  Oakland  Mole.  Three  tubes  would  cross  under  the 
main  ship  channel  for  3000  feet  at  a  depth  of  50  feet  below  mean  low 
water,  and  would  rise  on  an  island  built  up  in  the  bay,  2200  feet  long. 
The  bridge,  which  would  connect  the  island  with  the  eastern  terminus, 
is  of  simple  spans  on  gradient  to  a  height  of  135  feet  over  the  entrance 
of  the  Estuary,  which  would  be  crossed  by  a  1000-foot  cantilever  span, 
thence  by  simple  spans  on  gradient  to  the  Mole.  The  island  would  be 
surmounted  by  a  tower,  365  feet  high  and  monumental  in  character,  to 
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house  the  ventilating,  lighting  and  other  operative  machinery  for  the 
tiihe.  Two  tubes,  3 1  feet  wide,  would  each  carry  two  lanes  for  vehicular 
traffic;  a  third  tube  would  carry  two  railway  tracks  for  rapid  transit  and 
transcontinental  rail  (passenger  and  freight)  traffic.  The  bridge  would 
be  single  deck,  65  feet  wide,  with  provision  for  four  vehicular  lanes  and 
two  rail  tracks.  The  total  length  of  bridge  and  tube  would  be  3.4  miles. 
The  San  Francisco  approach  to  the  vehicular  tubes  is  planned  from  the 
block  bounded  by  Beale,  Main,  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets.  It  is  pro- 
posed that  rapid  transit  trains  would  connect  directly  with  the  Southern 
Pacific  Building,  65  Market  Street,  as  a  downtown  terminal,  or  with  the 
proposed  Minna  Street  elevated  route;  that  transcontinental  rail  passenger 
traffic  would  be  served  by  possible  use  of  Southern  Pacific  building  as 
union  terminal  or  by  connecting  rail  lines  with  existing  terminal  proper- 
ties of  railroads;  and  that  transcontinental  rail  freight  traffic  would  be 
connected  with  existing  freight  rail  terminals.  It  is  proposed  that  the 
East  Bay  vehicular  approach  would  connect  with  the  present  roadway 
(Seventh  St.)  to  the  Oakland  Mole  and  that  rapid  transit  and  transcon- 
tinental rail  lines  on  the  Oakland  side  would  be  connected  with  existing 
rail  facilities  as  combined  by  the  Government  during  war  time  control. 
It  was  estimated  that  the  cost  would  range  from  $60,000,000  to  $75,- 
000,000,  without  terminal  buildings,  and  that  the  project  would  take  five 
years  to  complete.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  J.  Vipond  Davies, 
Sidney  W.  Taylor  and  H.  G.  Burrowes,  engineers;  and  J.  M.  Oliver, 
attorney. 

3.  John  Bermingham,  Jr.   (Hunter's  Point) 

The  application  of  John  Bermingham,  Jr.,  is  for  a  combined  high- 
level  low-level  bridge  from  Hunter's  Point  to  the  foot  of  Pacific  Avenue, 
Alameda.  The  main  ship  channel  would  be  crossed  by  one  1050-foot 
and  two  490-foot  cantilever  spans,  135  feet  high,  thence  by  deck  spans 
on  gradient  to  street  level.  The  bridge  would  be  single  deck,  90  feet 
wide,  with  six  10-foot  vehicular  lanes  and  three  railway  tracks  for  rapid 
transit  and  transcontinental  passenger  traffic.  The  bridge,  with  ap- 
proaches or  branches,  would  be  12.4  miles  long.  The  San  Francisco 
approach  for  vehicular  traffic  would  be  via  Jerrold  Avenue,  which  it  is 
proposed  to  project  to  San  Bruno  Avenue.  The  rapid  transit  approach 
would  be  from  a  terminal  building  at  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  by 
elevated  tracks  along  Seventh,  Mariposa,  Mississippi  and  Third  Streets. 
Transcontinental  rail  traffic  would  connect  with  existino;  tracks  in  the 
vicinity  of  Third  and  Arthur  Streets.  The  East  Bay  bridgehead  would 
reach  street  grade  on  a  "plaza"  of  4000  square  feet  area,  to  be  filled  in 
ofif  the  end  of  Pacific  Avenue,  Alameda,  and  to  be  also  made  available 
for  public  recreational  facilities.  The  East  Bay  vehicular  and  rail  ap- 
proach would  be  Y-shaped,  one  arm  connecting  with  Pacific  Avenue, 
Alameda,  for  vehicular  traffic,  and  with  rail  lines  from  the  east  end  of 
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Alameda  Island,  and  the  other  arm  extending  northward  by  a  new  artery 
which  would  cross  the  Oakland  Estuary  by  a  high-level  span,  950  feet 
long,  and  come  to  grade  at  Seventh  and  Peralta  Streets,  Oakland.  The 
cost  was  estimated  at  $85,000,000,  including  the  cost  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco terminal,  elevated  lines,  the  plaza,  and  the  northern  arm  and  bridge 
over  the  Estuary.  The  project  was  estimated  as  requiring  4^  years  to 
complete.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  Joseph  B.  Strauss,  engineer; 
and  Charles  H.  Brennan,  attorney. 

4.  A.  H.  Bergstrom  (Hunter's  Point) 

The  application  of  A.  H.  Bergstrom  is  for  a  combined  high-level  low- 
level  bridge  from  Hunter's  Point,  San  Francisco,  to  the  foot  of  Webster 
Street,  Alameda.  The  main  ship  channel  would  be  crossed  by  six  510- 
foot  truss  spans,  135  feet  high,  thence  by  simple  spans  and  two 
miles  of  fill  on  gradient  to  the  eastern  shore.  The  bridge  would  be 
double-decked,  60  feet  wide,  with  six  vehicular  lanes  on  the  upper  deck 
and  four  railroad  tracks  for  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  rail  traffic 
on  the  lower  deck.  The  total  length  would  be  six  miles.  The  San 
Francisco  bridgehead  would  be  reached  by  a  new  street  from  Evans 
Avenue,  or  by  a  new  contour  route  to  Army  Street  for  vehicular  service, 
and  for  transcontinental  and  rapid  transit  traffic,  by  a  right-of-way  on 
contour  grades  to  existing  rail  facilities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Islais  Creek 
district.  The  cost  of  these  approaches  was  not  included  in  the  estimates 
of  cost  of  the  project.  The  East  Bay  bridgehead  would  connect  with 
existing  street  and  rail  facilities.  The  estimated  cost  was  $35,000,000 
and  it  was  estimated  that  the  project  would  take  from  four  to  five  years 
to  build.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  John  B.  Leonard,  engineer; 
and  H.  K.  McKevitt,  attorney. 

5.  New  York  and  San  Francisco  Development  Company 
(Hunter's  Point) 

The  application  of  the  New  York  and  San  Francisco  Development 
Company  is  for  a  combined  high-level  low-level  bridge  from  Hunter's 
Point  to  the  foot  of  High  Street,  Alameda.  The  main  ship  channel 
would  be  crossed  by  four  750-foot  cantilever  spans,  135  feet  high, 
thence  by  simple  spans  and  fill  on  gradient  to  the  eastern  terminus.  The 
total  length  would  be  six  and  one-half  miles.  Three  optional  designs 
are  submitted  for  vehicular  only,  for  vehicular  and  rapid  transit,  and  for 
vehicular,  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  rail  passenger  traffic.  A 
vehicular  roadway  of  60-foot  width  was  proposed  for  all  designs.  The 
bridge  would  be  double-decked  if  provision  for  rail  traffic  should  be  re- 
quired, the  lower  deck  to  carry  two  tracks  for  rapid  transit  and  two 
tracks  for  transcontinental  rail  traffic.  The  bridgeheads  would  con- 
nect with  existing  approach  facilities  at  both  terminals,  and  no  estimates 
of  cost  for  approaches  were  included.    The  estimated  costs  for  the  op- 
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tioiial  designs  were:  Vehicular  $40,000,000,  vehicular  and  rapid  transit 
$60,000,000;  and  vehicular,  rapid  transit  and  railroad  $80,000,000. 
The  project  would  take  3^^  years  to  build.  The  applicant  was  repre- 
sented by  Col.  C.  W.  Otwell,  engineer;  and  Herbert  Rothschild  and  Isa- 
dore  Golden,  attorneys. 

6.  Roy  C.  Hackley  (Howard  Street) 
The  application  of  Roy  C.  Hackley  is  for  a  continuous  high  level  bridge 
from  the  block  bounded  by  Beale,  Main,  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets, 
San  P'rancisco,  to  the  south  end  of  the  Oakland  Mole — the  same  terminal 
points  as  the  Victory  Tubes,  with  only  a  slight  variation  in  route.  It  is 
proposed  by  the  same  interests  as  the  Victory  Tubes  and  is  practically  an 
alternative  plan.  The  route,  instead  of  a  direct  line  from  Piers  26-28 
to  the  Oakland  Mole,  would  make  a  double  curve  somewhat  northerly  to 
avoid  the  limits  of  the  Naval  Anchorage.  The  bay  would  be  crossed  by 
two  main  cantilever  spans  of  1750  feet  each  over  the  3000-foot  main  ship 
channel  and  four  750-foot  spans,  with  a  1000-foot  span  over  the  en- 
trance of  the  Oakland  Estuary,  all  135  feet  high.  The  total  length 
would  be  3^  miles.  The  bridge  would  be  a  single  deck,  78  feet  wide, 
with  five  vehicular  lanes,  each  10  feet  wide,  and  two  tracks  for  rapid 
transit  and  transcontinental  rail  traffic.  The  terminal  facilities  on  each 
side  of  the  bay  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  Victory  Tubes,  in  all  re- 
spects, and  the  bridge  would  come  to  street  grade  on  the  San  Francisco 
side  at  the  same  point  as  the  proposed  tube  entrance.  It  is  estimated 
that  the  cost  would  be  $100,000,000,  and  that  the  project  would  take 
five  years  to  complete.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  Sidney  W. 
Taylor,  engineer;  and  J.  M.  Oliver,  attorney. 

7.  Construction  Company  of  North  America  (Rincon  Hill) 

The  application  of  the  Construction  Company  of  North  America  is 
for  a  continuous  high-level  bridge  of  cantilever  type  from  Rincon  Hill 
to  the  Oakland  Mole.  It  would  have  a  main  span  of  1050  feet  over  the 
3000-foot  main  ship  channel,  a  span  of  1100  feet  across  the  entrance  of 
the  Oakland  Estuary,  and  600-foot  spans  intervening.  It  would  be 
135  feet  in  height  and  double-decked  with  a  58-foot  vehicular  roadway 
on  the  upper  deck,  four  tracks  on  the  lower  deck  for  rapid  transit  and 
rail  passenger  and  freight  service,  also  brackets  to  accommodate  two  ad- 
ditional tracks  when  and  if  these  should  be  required.  The  total  length 
would  be  45^  miles.  The  San  Francisco  approach  would  be  from  a  termi- 
nal building  on  a  ten-acre  site  on  Rincon  Hill  bounded  by  First,  Second, 
Harrison,  and  Bryant  Streets.  Existing  street  grades  would  be  utilized 
with  slight  regrading  for  vehicular  approaches  to  the  terminal.  It  is 
proposed  that  the  terminal  building  would  serve  both  rapid  transit  and 
transcontinental  rail  lines  and  would  have  a  loop  space  adjoining  for 
street  cars,  similar  to,  but  larger  than  the  present  Ferry  Building  loop. 
The   project,   as   designed,   contemplates   the   possible   extension   of   rapid 
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transit  lines  over  some  route  south  of  and  paralleling  Market  Street,  and 
contemplates  also  rail  distribution  of  freight  or  passengers  to  private  ter- 
minals. The  East  Bay  bridgehead  would  connect  with  the  existing  vehi- 
cular roadway  (Seventh  Street)  on  the  Oakland  Mole  and  with  rapid 
transit  and  railroad  lines  centered  on  the  Oakland  Mole  in  the  same 
manner  as  under  war-time  control.  The  cost  is  estimated  as  $100,000,- 
000,  including  terminal  building  and  street  car  loop,  but  exclusive  of  any 
future  rapid  transit  extension.  It  is  estimated  that  the  project  would 
take  four  years  to  complete.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  Alfred 
J.  Cleary,  W.  N.  Huber  and  C.  W.  Landis,  engineers;  and  R.  J.  Mc- 
Gahie,  attorney. 

8.  Allan  C.  Rush  (Mission  Street) 

The  Allan  C.  Rush  application  is  for  an  interlocking  cable  suspension 
bridge  from  the  foot  of  Mission  Street,  via  Goat  Island,  to  the  mainland 
between  the  Key  Route  and  Southern  Pacific  Moles.  The  bridge  would 
cross  the  bay  by  four  2400-foot  spans,  200  feet  high,  to  Goat  Island, 
with  a  span  of  the  same  size  across  the  east  channel.  It  would  have  a 
single  deck,  60  feet  wide,  with  40  feet  for  vehicular  traffic  and  two 
rapid  transit  tracks.  An  optional  plan  would  provide  two  additional 
tracks  for  transcontinental  rail  passenger  traffic.  The  San  Fran- 
cisco terminal  is  planned  for  the  block  bounded  by  the  Embarcadero, 
Steuart,  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  Rapid  transit  trains  would 
reach  the  terminal  on  a  loop  125  feet  high.  Vehicles  and  passengers 
would  be  brought  from  street  level  to  bridge  level,  and  vice  versa,  by 
giant  lifts  with  a  stated  capacity  of  1000  passengers,  or  80  vehicles, 
every  1^  minutes.  No  provision  was  incorporated  for  an  east  bay  ter- 
minal. The  cost  is  estimated  at  $60,000,000  with  an  additional  $16,- 
000,000  to  $20,000,000  if  transcontinental  rail  passenger  traffic  should 
be  included.      The  applicant  was  represented  by  E.  L.  Van  Der  Nailen. 

9.  Robert  Lee  Dunn  (Second  and  Berry  Streets) 

The  application  of  Robert  Lee  Dunn  is  for  a  combined  high-level 
low-level  bridge  from  Second  and  Berry  Streets,  San  Francisco,  to  Pa- 
cific Avenue  and  Bryant  Street,  Alameda.  It  would  have  four  750-foot 
cantilever  spans,  135  feet  high,  or,  as  a  substitute,  two  1250-foot  spans 
across  the  3000-foot  main  ship  channel,  thence  by  shorter  spans  and  tres- 
tle-and-fill  on  gradient  to  the  proposed  eastern  terminus.  The  length 
would  be  five  miles.  It  would  be  double-decked,  80  feet  wide,  with  pro- 
vision for  eight  vehicular  lanes  on  the  upper  deck  and  four  tracks  on  the 
lower  deck  for  rapid  transit  only.  The  San  Francisco  approach  would 
be  from  a  proposed  terminal  building  to  face  Second  Street,  between  Fol- 
som  and  Bryant  Streets.  Ramps  would  be  built  to  the  Embarcadero  for 
vehicular  traffic  and  to  Third  and  Townsend  Streets  for  transcontinental 
rail  traffic,  if  it  should  be  required  that  provision  be  made  for  such  traf- 
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fic.  It  is  part  of  the  project-proposal,  however,  that  transcontinental  rail 
passengers  would  be  brought  to  San  Francisco  from  present  East  Bay  ter- 
minals to  San  Francisco  by  motor  coach.  As  an  additional  approach, 
it  is  proposed  to  open  a  new  street,  120  feet  wide,  from  the  bridge- 
head diagonally  to  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Market  Street,  the  cost  to  be 
borne  by  the  project.  The  cost  is  estimated  at  $60,000,000  without 
transcontinental  rail  facilities  or  terminal  building,  and  the  construction 
period  as  three  and  one-half  to  four  years.  The  applicant  was  repre- 
sented by  M.  K.  Miller  and  J.  H.  Fogelstrom,  engineers;  and  James  M. 
Hanley,  attorney. 

10.  Edward  A.  Bertram  (Howard  Street) 

The  application  of  E.  A.  Bertram  is  for  a  high-level  bridge  from 
Twelfth  and  Howard  Streets  to  the  Oakland  Mole.  Starting  from  the 
foot  of  Howard  Street,  the  3000-foot  main  channel  and  the  channel 
east  thereof  would  be  crossed  by  six  1500-foot  cantilever  spans  and  two 
1000-foot  anchor  spans,  135  feet  high,  thence  by  smaller  spans  on  gradi- 
ent to  eastern  termini.  The  length  would  be  four  miles.  The  bridge 
would  be  double  decked,  68  feet  wide,  with  provision  for  six  vehicular 
lanes  and  a  pedestrian  walk  on  the  upper  deck  and  five  rapid  transit  and 
transcontinental  tracks  on  the  lower  deck.  The  San  Francisco  terminal 
would  be  a  building  at  Twelfth  and  Howard  Streets.  The  approach  to 
the  bridge  proper  would  be  by  viaduct  on  a  1^/2  per  cent  grade  on 
Howard  Street,  leaving  1  7  feet  on  each  side  of  the  street,  clear  of  via- 
duct supports,  and  available  for  traffic  using  the  street.  The  vehicular 
deck  would  start  at  street  level  at  Twelfth  and  Howard  Streets  and 
would  also  be  reached  by  ramps  at  the  Embarcadero  and  other  con- 
Aenient  places  for  traffic  entry  to  the  bridge.  The  rapid  transit  tracks 
would  dip  under  the  street  level  on  Howard  Street  at  about  Ninth  Street, 
reaching  the  proposed  terminal  by  subway.  Escalators  would  be  provid- 
ed to  accommodate  rapid  transit  patrons  at  convenient  stops.  A  ramp  to 
Third  and  Townsend  Street  is  projected  for  possible  transcontinental  rail 
service.  The  East  Bay  approach  would  be  Y-shaped.  Vehicular  traffic 
would  reach  grade  at  Fourteenth  Street.  Rapid  transit  traffic  would  con- 
nect with  existing  lines  at  about  the  Southern  Pacific  Sixteenth  Street 
station.  The  cost  is  estimated  at  $58,000,000  (whether  this  sum  includes 
the  proposed  San  Francisco  terminal  building  is  not  definite)  and  the  con- 
struction period  as  about  four  years.  The  applicant  was  represented  by 
himself. 

11.  R.  S.  Chew  (Telegraph  Hill) 

The  R.  S.  Chew  application  is  for  a  high-level  bridge  from  Telegraph 
Hill  via  Goat  Island  to  Emeryville,  The  channel  to  Goat  Island 
would  be  crossed  by  four  1940-foot  cantilever  spans,  180  feet  high,  and 
the  same   height   would  be   maintained  across   Goat  Island  and  the   east 
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channel,  thence  b)'  trestle-and-fill,  paralleling  the  Key  Route  fill,  on 
gradient  to  40th  Street  and  San  Pablo  Avenue.  The  bridge  would  be 
double-decked,  90  feet  wide,  with  two  45-foot  vehicular  roadways  on 
the  upper  deck  and  six  tracks  for  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  rail 
passenger  traffic  on  the  lower  deck.  The  total  length  would  be  six- 
miles.  The  San  Prancisco  bridgehead  would  be  in  the  vicinity  of  filbert 
and  Sansome  Streets.  The  vehicular  traffic  approach  would  be  from 
Sansome  street  or  b)-  a  new  roadway  skirting  the  north  side  of  TelegrapJi 
Hill.  The  rapid  transit  approach  would  be  by  a  double-tracked  subway 
projected  under  Grant  Avenue  and  Kearny  Street,  with  a  Market  Street 
loop,  of  similar  standard  construction  as  the  New  York  subways.  Trans- 
continental rail  passenger  traffic  would  be  served  by  a  Union  terminal 
Inn'lding  on  a  site  bounded  by  Sansome,  Grant,  Vallejo  and  Filbert 
Streets.  East  Bay  approaches  would  connect  directly  with  present  rail 
facilities  by  ramps  at  points  where  existing  lines  cross  the  route  of  the 
proposed  bridge.  Vehicular  traffic  would  reach  street  grade  at  San  Pablo 
Avenue.  The  cost  is  estimated  at  $77,550,000  including  the  proposed 
terminal  building  and  subway,  and  the  project  is  estimated  to  take  six  to 
seven  years  to  build.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  himself,  Victor  S. 
Knutsen,  and  A.  A.  Rhine. 

12.  Inter-Cities  Bridge  Company   (Broadway) 

The  application  of  the  Inter-Cities  Bridge  Company  is  for  a  suspen- 
sion type  high-level  bridge  from  the  foot  of  Broadway  via  Goat  Island 
to  Yerba  Buena  and  San  Pablo  Avenue,  Emeryville.  The  channel  to  Goat 
Island  would  be  crossed  by  four  1550-foot  spans,  supported  by  three 
double  towers,  at  a  height  of  135  feet  which  would  be  maintained  by 
viaduct  across  Goat  Island  and  by  a  cantile\cr  span  over  the  east  channel, 
thence  by  trestle  and  fill  on  gradient,  paralleling  the  Key  Route  fill,  to 
San  Pablo  Avenue.  The  length  would  be  five  miles.  The  bridge  would 
he  single  deck,  90  feet  wide,  with  four  vehicular  lanes  and  four  rapid 
transit  tracks.  An  additional  vehicular  lane  is  optionall)'  proposed. 
Two  tracks  are  proposed  for  each  of  the  two  existing  East  Bay  rapid 
transit  companies.  A  possible  transcontinental  rail  terminal,  connecting 
with  the  project,  was  suggested  to  be  located  on  reclaimed  shoal  lands 
north  of  Goat  Island.  The  San  Francisco  distribution  of  rapid  transit 
would  be  by  elevated  lines  to  the  Ferry  Building.  The  vehicular  ap- 
proaches would  reach  street  grades  on  Broadway  south  of  Montgomery 
Street  and  by  ramps  to  the  Embarcadcro.  A  Broadway  tunnel,  under 
Russian  Hill,  was  proposed  to  provide  vehicular  traffic  with  a  wide  artery 
to  Van  Ness  Avenue.  The  East  Bay  approach  for  rapid  transit  would 
be  by  ramps  connecting  with  existing  lines,  and  vehicular  traffic  would 
reach   street  grade   at  San    Pablo   Avenue.      The   cost   was   estimated   at 
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:fi56,U00,()00,  not  incliuIiiiL;  tlic  Broadwa}  tunnel  or  the  suggested  Goat 
Island  rail  terminal.  The  construction  period  was  estimated  at  five  to 
six  years.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  A.  O.  Stewart,  president; 
Capt.  L.  M.  Cox,  William  H.  Burr,  J.  A.  L.  Waddell,  H.  G.  Butler, 
ruul  C.  E.  Grunsky,  engineers;  and  Frank  Devlin,  attorney. 

13.  Gustav  Linden  thai   (Hunter's  Point) 

The  application  of  Gustav  Lindenthal  is  for  a  combined  high-level 
low-level  bridge  from  Hunter's  Point  to  the  foot  of  Webster  Street, 
Alameda.  The  main  ship  channel  would  be  crossed  by  one  260-ft)ot 
and  two  180-foot  steel  plate  girder  spans,  135  feet  high,  thence  by  sim- 
ple spans  and  causeway  on  gradient  to  the  proposed  eastern  terminus. 
The  bridge  would  be  double-decked,  60  feet  wide,  for  the  distance  of 
tlie  spans,  and  single  deck,  75  feet  wide,  over  the  causeway.  The  upper 
deck  would  have  six  10-foot  vehicular  lanes;  and  the  lower  deck  woulil 
have  two  tracks  for  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  passenger  traffic. 
The  total  length  would  be  almost  six  miles.  The  San  Francisco  ap- 
proach would  be  reached  from  Third  Street  by  a  street  and  rail  right-of- 
way  proposed  to  be  constructed  at  nominal  grades  along  the  contour  of 
the  Hunter's  Point  hills.  The  eastern  bridgehead  would  connect  with 
existing  street  facilities.  The  cost  was  estimated  at  $35,000,000  and 
the  construction  time  as  2^  years.  The  applicant  was  represented  liy 
himself  and  J.  B.  White,  attorney. 

14.  W.  F.  Holcomb  (Second  and  Berry  Streets) 

The  application  of  W.  F.  Holcomb  is  for  a  high-level  low-level 
bridge  over  the  same  route  as  the  R.  L.  Dunn  application  (described  as 
No.  9.)  It  was  proposed  by  the  same  interests  which  are  sponsoring  the 
R.  L.  Dunn  bridge.  The  project  would  be  alike  in  every  particular  except 
that  the  bridge  would  be  89  feet  wide  instead  of  80  feet,  would  provide 
nine  lanes  for  vehicular  traffic  instead  of  eight,  and  would  cost  $75,000,- 
000  instead  of  $60,000,000.  The  applicant  was  represented  by  Col. 
Lewis  H.  Rand,  engineer;  and  James  M.  Hanley,  attorney. 

15.  E.  D.  Bronson,  Jr.   (Howard  Street) 

The  application  of  E.  D.  Bronson,  Jr.,  is  for  a  continuous  high-level 
bridge  from  the  same  terminal  points  and  over  the  same  route  as  the 
Victory  Tubes.  It  is  proposed  by  the  same  interests  as  the  Victory  Tubes 
and  the  Roy  C.  Hacklcy  applications  (described  as  No.  2  and  No.  6,  re- 
spectively) and  can  be  considered  as  another  alternative  or  substitute  plan. 
The  route  would  differ  from  the  Hacklcy  route  by  the  elimination  of  the 
double  curve  around  the  Naval  Anchorage.  Its  spans  would  be  prac- 
tically the  same  as  for  the  Hackley  application.  It  would  be  single  deck, 
90  feet  wide,  and  would  have  brackets  to  carry  two  additional  rail  lines 
if  necessary.      In  all  other  respects,  including  the  cost  and  time  to  build, 
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it  is  the  same  as  the  Hackley  application.      The  applicant  was  represented 
by  Sidney  W.  Taylor,  engineer;    and    James  M.   Oliver,  attorney. 

16.  O.  A.  Ellis  (Tunnel — Harrison  Street) 

The  application  of  O.  A.  Ellis  is  for  two  tunnels  from  Harrison 
Street,  between  Second  and  Third  Streets  and  Third  and  Fourth  Streets, 
to  Se\enth  and  Cedar  Streets,  Oakland.  The  two  tunnels  would 
parallel  each  other,  200  feet  below  mean  low  water.  Each  would  be  of 
standard  construction,  one  to  be  22  feet  wide  and  18  feet  high  for  dnu- 
hle  track  rapid  transit  and  transcontinental  railroad  use,  the  other  to  be 
24  feet  wide  and  1 2  3-4  feet  high  for  two  vehicular  roadways.  The 
total  length  would  be  5/j  miles.  The  San  Francisco  rail  terminal 
w^ould  be  on  Harrison  Street,  between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets, 
and  would  have  an  approach  grade  of  four  per  cent.  The  \ehicular 
tunnel  would  reach  street  grade  on  Harrison  Street,  between  Second 
and  Third  Streets,  on  a  five  per  cent  grade.  The  East  Bav  \ehicular  ap- 
proach would  be  from  Seventh  and  Cedar  Streets.  The  East  Bav  rapid 
transit  and  transcontinental  rail  portal  would  be  at  about  the  present 
terminus  of  the  Oakland  Eighth  Street  car  line.  The  tunnels  v/ould  be 
excavated  by  modern  methods  and  would  be  provided  with  complete 
ventilation,  air  shaft,  lighting,  and  bulkhead  facilities.  The  cost  was 
estimated  at  $15,000,000,  and  the  construction  time  as  two  years.  The 
applicant  was  represented  by  himself  and  Daniel  Barton,  attorney. 
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The  June  14th  Bond  Issue  Proposals 

The  four  bond  issue  proposals,  submitted  to  the  people  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  for  voting  thereon  on  Tuesday,  June  14th,  are: 

General 

Municipal    Railway   Extensions   and   Additions $4,700,000 

Bernal  Cut  1 ,400,000 

Completion  of  the  War  Memorial  4,000,000 


Total,   General    Bonds   $10,100,000 

Water: 

Purchase  of  Spring  Valley  Water  Company's 

Properties   $40,000,000 

There  is  ample  leeway  for  the  proposed  bond  issues,  if  approved  by 
the  people,  under  both  the  Charter  12  per  cent  debt  limitation,  and  the 
so-called  "New  York  7  per  cent  law,"  which  affects  the  marketability 
of  municipal  bonds.  Under  both  limitations  water  bonds  are  excluded. 
Only  the  bonds  for  other  purposes  (totaling  $10,100,000)  are  to  be 
considered  in  relation  to  these  limitations.  The  city's  bonding  capacity 
and  the  effect  thereon  of  the  proposed  issues,  if  carried,  is  shown  in  the 
following  table: 

Charter  12%  New  York  7% 
Limitation  Law 

Maximum  bonded  indebtedness  on  basis 

of  1926  assessed  valuation $90,792,000  $52,962,000 

General   bonds  outstanding  and  unsold 

July  2nd,   1926  39,332,800*     41,932,800** 


Leeway  for  general  debt $51,460,200      $11,030,200 

General   bond   issues  proposed  10,100,000         10,100,000 


Leeway  if  above  issues  are  approved-...$4 1,360, 200      $       930,200 


Approximate  annual  increase  in  leeway 

for  general   purposes  $   5,000,000      $   3,700,000 

Note — *Exclusive  of  $48,000,000  water  bonds  and  $2,600,000  exposition  bonds. 
**Exclusive  of  $48,000,000  water  bonds. 

The  Bureau  has  compiled  fact-data  pertinent  to  each  of  the  bond 
issues  and  has  endeavored  to  set  forth  the  principal  jK)ints  involved  in 
the  specific  proposals.  It  has  confined  its  studies  to  gathering  and  pre- 
senting, without  recommendation,  that  information  which  it  believes 
will  be  helpful  to  voters  on  the  bond  proposals. 
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Bernal  Cut — ^1,400,000 

The  proposed  bond  issue  for  Bernal  Cut  is  for  making  an  excavation 
118  feet  wide  along  the  line  of  existing  Southern  Pacific  tracks,  the  cut 
to  extend  from  San  Jose  Avenue,  Dolores  and  Randall  Streets  on  the 
north,  to  Monterey  Boulevard  on  the  south,  a  distance  of  4,200  feet.  A 
right-of-way  on  the  west  side  of  the  cut  for  a  double  track  line  would 
be  reserved  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  which  has  already  made 
a  cut  for  its  line  under  an  existing  franchise.  A  width  of  eighty  feet 
would  be  available  for  a  highway  and  a  proposed  Municipal  Railway 
extension  into  the  Excelsior  District. 

The  Bernal  Cut  forms  a  part  of  a  proposed  arterial  highway  south  into 
San  Mateo  County,  with  the  future  widening  of  San  Jose  Avenue  to  100 
feet  as  the  remaining  section.  This  outlet  ;would  tend  to  relieve  the 
present  Mission  Street  trafi!ic  congestion  south  of  Thirtieth  Street.  In  the 
event  that  the  city  acquires  the  Market  Street  Railway  property,  or  some 
other  form  of  unification  is  effected,  all  but  the  local  car  lines  on  Mission 
Street  will  be  routed  through  the  Bernal  Cut,  making  possible  more  rapid 
service  and  relieving  outer  Mission  Street  of  all  but  local  street  railway 
traffic. 

It  has  been  urged  in  some  quarters  that  the  Bernal  Cut  should  be 
financed,  in  part  at  least,  from  funds  derived  by  an  assessment  on  the 
district  deemed  to  be  benefited.  However,  the  cut  will  furnish  an  artery 
for  general,  rather  than  local,  traffic  to  and  from  the  city  and  the  penin- 
sula. As  this  project  is  an  open  cut,  in  the  greater  part  inaccessible  to 
abutting  property,  it  may  have  the  effect  of  lowering  rather  than  raising 
the  value  of  the  property  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  cut  and  con- 
tiguous to  the  north  and  south  entrances. 

San  Francisco  is  committed  to  the  construction  of  several  boulevards 
and  arterial  highways  down  the  peninsula,  one  of  which  is  the  Bernal 
Cut.  As  the  only  all-land  outlet  is  south  down  the  peninsula,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  develop  highways  in  this  direction  for  the  128,000  motor  vehicles 
registered  in  the  city  and  the  increasing  number  coming  here  from  other 
parts. 

War  Memorial  Bond  Issue — ^4,000,000 

The  War  Memorial  bond  issue,  as  submitted  to  the  voters  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  is  for  $4,000,000. 

A  Citizens'  Committee,  organized  six  or  seven  years  ago  to  raise  funds 
for  a  permanent  San  Francisco  War  Memorial,  received  pledges  for 
about  $2,000,000  and  collected  about  $1,800,000.  It  is  not  expected 
that  any  further  sums  will  be  realized  by  public  subscription.  Of  the 
amount  raised,  $550,000  was  expended  to  purchase  a  block  of  land 
bounded  by  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Franklin,  Grove  and  Fulton  Streets.    The 
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remaining  amount,  about  $1,250,000,  is  available  for  War  Memorial 
construction  purposes. 

The  present  War  Memorial  plans  call  for  the  erection  of  a  municipal 
opera  house,  veterans'  hall  and  a  memorial  court  on  the  double  block 
immediately  west  of  the  City  Hall.  One  block  has  been  purchased  from 
War  Memorial  funds.  The  City,  through  the  tax  rate,  has  purchased 
the  other. 

The  plans  for  the  buildings  have  been  in  charge  of  an  architect's 
advisory  committee.  The  details  of  the  plans,  showing  the  size,  appoint- 
ments and  equipment  of  the  opera  house,  and  the  number  of  halls  and 
comprehensiveness  of  the  veterans'  building  have  not  been  made  public, 
nor  have  the  estimates  of  cost  of  the  buildings  and  memorial  court.  The 
Citizens'  Committee  states  that  the  building  cost  is  about  $5,000,000  and 
that  only  a  general  statement  of  cost  can  be  given  because  the  plans  have 
not  been  finally  accepted.  Types  of  construction  and  other  details  will 
have  an  important  bearing  on  final  costs. 

The  City  Engineer  in  an  official  report  (required  by  the  charter  for 
all  proposed  bond  issues)  estimates  the  cost  of  the  veterans'  hall  as 
$1,500,000,  the  opera  house  as  over  $4,000,000.  The  disproportionate 
cost  of  the  two  buildings  wHould  lead  to  a  superficial  conclusion  that 
further  expenditures  may  be  necessary  in  the  future  to  complete  the 
project  as  a  whole. 

Several  years  ago  it  was  decided  that  the  War  Memorial  project,  being 
a  cultural  asset  for  the  entire  bay  region,  should  be  turned  over  to  the 
University  of  California  for  custody  and  management.  The  funds  on 
hand,  and  the  deed  for  the  block  of  land  purchased,  are  now  held  in  the 
name  of  the  University.  If  the  bond  proposal  carries,  it  is  assumed  that 
the  University  will  relinquish  its  trust  and  turn  over  to  the  City  the 
block  of  land  now  held  for  War  Memorial  purposes  and  the  funds  in 
its  custody. 

No  program  of  management  and  control  has  been  publicly  suggested. 
The  City  has  two  forms  as  precedents,  either  of  which  may  be  followed. 
The  operation  and  management  of  the  Civic  Auditorium  is  in  charge  of 
a  committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  By  the  provisions  of  charter 
amendments  adopted  in  1924,  the  De  Young  Museum  and  the  California 
Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor  is  each  under  the  management  and  control 
of  an  honorary  board  appointed  by  the  mayor. 

Municipal  Railway  Bond  Issue — ^4,700,000 

The  Municipal  Railway  bond  issue  proposal  includes  five  new  lines, 
two  short  extensions  of  existing  lines,  a  car  shop,  a  garage,  a  number  of 
busses,  and  a  large  allotment  for  "miscellaneous."  The  amount,  $4,700,- 
000,  represents  a  considerable  addition  to  the  amount  originally  proposed 
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by  the  City  Engineer,  the  increase  being  due  to  the  inclusion  of  two 
additional  lines  ($1,400,000)  by  vote  of  the  supervisors  and  the  addition 
of  $450,000  to  the  estimate  of  "miscellaneous,"  stated  as  required  for 
equipment. 

A  comparison  of  the  original  proposal  with  the  proposal  that  will  come 
before  the  people  on  June  14th  is  as  follows: 

Original  Present 

Proposal  Proposal 

1.  Sunset  Line— Judah  St.    ($1,602,000  less 

$500,000  appropriated  from  Deprecia- 
tion  Reserve  Fund)   $1,102,000  $1,102,000 

2.  Sunset  Line— Thirty-third  Avenue 200,000 

3.  Excelsior  Line  595,000  595,000 

4.  Balboa  Line  . 540,000  540,000 

5.  Eureka   Valley   Line 1,200,000 

6.  Extension,  Marina  Line  94,000  94,000 

7.  Extension  Taraval  Line  50,000  50,000 

8.  Car  Shop  250,000  250,000 

9.  Garage  60,000  60,000 

10.        Busses  and   Contingencies   159,000 

Busses  and  Misc.   (Equipment)  609,000 


$2,850,000     $4,700,000 
Portion   of  cost  of   Bernal   Cut,   now   included 

in  separate  bond  issue  proposal  650,000 


$3,500,000     $4,700,000 

Sunset-Judah  Street  Line  ($1,102,000  net):  The  Sunset-Judah 
Street  line  would  be  constructed  from  Market  Street,  over  Duboce 
Avenue  and  through  the  Duboce  tunnel  (now  under  construction),  thence 
along  Carl,  Irving,  Ninth  Avenue  and  Judah  Street  to  the  beach.  The 
construction  of  this  is,  in  a  sense,  a  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
city,  as  property  owners  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  Sunset  District 
have  been  assessed  nearly  $1,700,000  for  the  cost  of  the  tunnel,  with 
the  understanding  that  the  city  would  build  a  railway  line  through  the 
tunnel  and  the  district  to  the  ocean  beach. 

In  this  connection  there  is  also  the  desirability,  and  perhaps  the  moral 
obligation,  of  providing  faster  service  for  Sunset  District  residents  assessed 
for  the  tunnel,  who  are  now  served  by  existing  Market  Street  Railway 
lines,  and  who  might  be  furnished  with  quicker  service  if  those  lines 
could  be  routed  through  the  Duboce  tunnel  under  an  operating  agree- 
ment between  the  city  and  the  company.    Such  routing  was  recently  dis- 
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cussed  before  the  Supervisors'  Public   Utilities  Committee,  but  was  not 
favored  by  the  committee. 

The  No.  7  Haight  St.  line,  via  Lincoln  Way  to  the  beach,  and  the  No. 
17  Haight-20th  Avenue  line,  traverse  the  Duboce  tunnel  assessment 
district.  Routing  of  these  lines  through  the  Duboce  tunnel  u^ould  reduce 
running  time  from  20th  Avenue  to  Kearny  Street  by  16  per  cent.  If  a 
satisfactory  operating  agreement  could  be  negotiated  between  the  city  and 
the  company,  the  Sunset  district  residents  who  have  to  use  the  No.  7  and 
No.  1 7  lines,  and  who  are  also  paying  for  the  Duboce  tunnel  would 
receive  direct  transportation  benefits. 

Sunset-Thirty-third  Avenue  Line  ($200,000) :  The  Sunset  Thirty- 
third  Avenue  line  is  probably  a  future  rather  than  an  immediate  neces- 
sity, and,  in  accordance  with  present  plans,  would  be  the  last  extension 
to  be  built  if  the  bond  issues  are  approved.  The  district  is  not  as  yet 
opened,  and  it  may  be  several  years  before  the  street  over  which  the  line 
is  to  be  built  is  graded  and  paved.  The  City  Engineer  originally  pro- 
posed a  bus  line  for  this  route,  transferring  to  the  Judah  and  Taraval 
lines,  but  funds  for  a  railway  line  were  added  to  the  proposed  bond  issue 
by  the  Supervisors.  Such  a  line  would  have  developmental  value,  and, 
if  not  built  in  advance  of  need  for  the  service,  should  not  be  a  drain 
on  Municipal  Railway  finances. 

Excelsior  Line  ($595,000):  The  route  of  the  proposed  Excelsior 
line  is  from  the  present  terminus  of  the  Church  Street  line,  through  the 
proposed  Bernal  Cut,  over  a  private  right-of-way  from  San  Jose  Avenue 
east,  crossing  Mission  Street  at  Excelsior  Avenue,  thence  over  Excelsior 
Avenue  and  Naples  Street  to  Geneva  Avenue.  It  is  somewhat  circuitous 
and  would  serve  a  district  already  served  by  a  Market  Street  Railway  bus 
line,  which  transfers  to  three  Mission  Street  car  lines.  The  proposed 
extension  would  parallel,  for  almost  ten  blocks,  the  Sunnyside  line  of 
the  Market  Street  Railway  Company  on  Chenery  Street,  one  block  dis- 
tant, and  would  cross  the  San  Jose  Avenue  line  and  three  Mission  Street 
lines. 

The  proposed  line  through  the  Bernal  Cut  would  be  on  a  2  per  cent 
grade,  on  a  level  60  feet  lower  than  that  of  Mission  Street.  It  is  urged 
that  the  4,200-foot  cut  will  facilitate  speed  of  operation  and  make  a 
saving  in  transit  time.  The  line  is  stressed  by  the  City  Engineer  as  a 
basic  arterial  of  the  city,  not  only  for  Municipal  cars  but  also  in  the 
future  for  certain  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  lines  now  routed  over 
Mission  Street.  The  latter,  however,  is  dependent  on  unification  of  the 
two  systems  by  purchase,  or  upon  a  semi-unified  operation  of  the  two 
systems  under  an  operating  agreement,  either  of  which  developments  may 
take  years  to  work  out. 

Balboa  Street  Line  ($540,000):    The  Balboa  Street  line  would  be 
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constructed  from  existing  Municipal  Railway  tracks  on  Masonic  Avenue, 
over  Turk  Street  into  and  along  Balboa  Street,  with  a  viaduct  across  a  dip 
in  grade  at  Twenty-third  Avenue,  and  on  to  Thirty-third  Avenue,  con- 
necting with  existing  Municipal  Railway  tracks  to  the  ocean  beach.  It 
would  operate  two  blocks  north  of  the  Fulton  Street  (Market  Street  Rail- 
way) line,  and  two  blocks  south  of  the  Geary  Street  (Municipal  Rail- 
way) line  through  a  heavily-settled  residential  district. 

Because  of  possible  legal  difficulty  with  property  owners  affected  by 
the  proposed  viaduct  across  Twenty-third  Avenue,  a  line  on  Cabrillo 
Street  was  proposed  as  an  alternative.  This  was  opposed  by  several 
improvement  clubs  of  the  Richmond  District,  and  recently  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  declared  by  resolution  its  intention  of  routing  the  line  along 
Balboa  Street. 

Eureka  Valley  Line  ($1,200,000):  The  proposed  Eureka  Valley 
line  would  extend  from  Municipal  Railway  tracks  at  Seventeenth  and 
Market  Streets  southwesterly  to  Eureka  and  Market  Streets,  thence  south- 
erly over  Eureka  or  other  route  to  Twenty-third  Street  at  or  near  Eureka, 
thence  easterly  over  Twenty-third   or  other  route   to   Diamond   Street, 
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thence  southerly  over  Diamond  or  other  route  to  Twenty-ninth  Street.  Of 
the  estimated  cost,  more  than  $600,000  would  be  required  for  rights-of- 
way,  retaining  walls,  changing  existing  streets  and  grading.  The  pro- 
posed extension  would  represent  a  cost  per  mile  far  above  the  average 
Municipal  Railway  cost. 

The  route  would  practically  be  1^  blocks  west  of  the  Castro  Street 
cable  line  of  the  Market  Street  Railway,  and  would  be  intersected  by  the 
Market  Street  Railway  Eighteenth  Street  and  Twenty-fourth  Street  lines. 
The  cable  line  operates  now  at  an  expense  of  $2.07  per  car  hour,  and  a 
revenue  of  $1.90  per  car  hour.  The  bare  operating  cost  of  existing 
Municipal  lines  averaged  $2.81  per  car  hour  in  1925-26  (exclusive  of 
depreciation,  capital  charges,  etc.).  Because  of  the  high  capital  cost  of 
the  proposed  line,  car-hour  operating  costs  would  be  materially  higher. 

The  City  Engineer  has  stated  that  the  new  line,  if  constructed,  would 
compete  with  the  existing  Castro  Street  line  and  "will  cause  a  positive 
loss  of  great  magnitude  to  Municipal  car  system.  Service  here  may  well 
be  given  with  a  couple  of  busses." 

On  the  assumption  of  four  cars  operated  over  the  line  and  a  total  of 
72  car-hours  daily,  if  the  proposed  line  could  secure  a  revenue  per  car- 
hour  of  $2.00  (as  compared  with  the  present  $1.90  of  the  Castro 
Street  line  with  which  it  would  compete),  this  would  be  equivalent  to 
only  two-thirds  of  the  bare  car-hour  operating  expense  ($2.81),  and 
would  result  in  a  difect  operating  deficit.  In  addition,  depreciation  and 
bond  interest  and  redemption  charges  of  approximately  $110,000  would 
have  to  be  carried  by  other  lines  of  the  system. 

Marina  and  Taraval  Loops:  The  Marina  Extension  ($94,000) 
and  the  Taraval  Extension  ($50,000)  each  would  extend  only  a  few 
blocks  to  a  loop  terminal.  The  former  would  extend  from  the  terminus 
of  existing  tracks  at  Chestnut  and  Scott  Streets,  to  Divisadero,  thence 
north  on  Jefferson  with  a  one-block  loop  back  to  Divisadero.  It  is  urged 
as  a  means  of  improving  service  to  the  rapidly  growing  Marina  District. 
It  would  also  facilitate  transportation  to  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts. 

The  Taraval  extension  would  extend  from  the  present  terminus,  at 
Taraval  and  Forty-sixth  Avenue,  south  three  blocks  to  a  loop  returning 
to  Forty-sixth  Avenue.  It  would  facilitate  service  to  the  Fleishhacker 
Pool  and  Playfield,  traffic  to  which  is  very  heavy  on  fine  week-ends  and 
holidays. 

Car-Repair  Shop  and  Garage:  The  proposed  car-repair  shop 
($250,000)  and  garage  ($60,000)  are  stated  as  necessary  to  properly 
maintain  and  repair  the  units  of  equipment  which  the  city  now  owns. 
The  present  car-repair  shops  were  designed  for  a  system  operating  90  cars, 
whereas  over  200  cars  are  now  operated  by  the  Municipal  Railway.  The 
proposed  repair  shop  was  authorized  by  the  Supervisors  several  years  ago, 
and  necessary  land  for  its  site  has  already  been  purchased. 
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No  special  garage  facilities  were  originally  provided  as  part  of  the 
Municipal  Railway  plant.  With  four  existing  bus  lines,  the  city  has  19 
busses  in  operation  for  which  proper  maintenance  and  repair  facilities  are 
required.  With  additional  busses,  as  contemplated  in  the  proposed  bond 
issue,  over  40  busses  would  be  in  operation  on  the  system. 

Busses  and  Miscellaneous  ($609,000) :  In  the  original  bond  issue 
proposal  of  the  City  Engineer,  the  sum  of  $150,000  was  included  for 
"twenty  or  more"  busses  for  four  or  five  proposed  routes,  and  $9,000 
was  included  for  "contingencies."  The  bond  issue  as  amended  and  as  it 
will  come  before  the  people  allocates  $609,000  for  busses  and  "miscel- 
laneous." The  additional  $450,000  is  stated  as  intended  for  equip- 
ment, but  the  kind  and  need  thereof  have  not  been  specified. 

The  additional  sum  for  equipment,  however,  may  be  broadly  considered 
as  a  legal  means  of  rehabilitating  the  old  Depreciation  Reserve  Fund, 
which  was  diverted  from  its  intended  purpose  by  supervisorial  appropria- 
tions for  Sunset,  Taraval,  Ocean  View  extensions,  etc. 

Summary:  The  proposed  extensions,  additions  and  betterments 
included  in  the  $4,700,000  bond  issue  cannot  be  segregated  but  must  be 
voted  on  as  a  whole.  The  extensions  must  be  considered  from  the  stand- 
points of  their  paying  possibilities,  their  developmental  possibilities,  and 
how  they  will  tie-in  to  the  whole  street  railway  system,  "as  is"  and  from 
the  standpoint  of  future  unification. 

The  City  Engineer  in  an  official  statement  says:  "The  lines  included 
in  the  bond  issue  are  only  those  which  have  been  selected  after  careful 
consideration,  from  the  many  lines  requested  by  residents  of  various  parts 
of  the  city.  They  follow  closely  the  recommendations  of  Mr.  Bion  J. 
Arnold  (the  Arnold  1912  survey  and  report  'on  the  street  railway  situa- 
tion) and  in  no  case  do  they  duplicate  service  of  the  Market  Street  Rail- 
way. All  of  the  proposed  trackage  can  be  effectively  and  efficiently 
operated  as  a  part  of  the  unified  system  should  the  Market  Street  Rail- 
way Company's  property  be  purchased." 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Excelsior  line,  and  particularly  the  Eureka 
Valley  line,  have  been  criticized  in  some  quarters  as  duplications  of  exist- 
ing service  and  as  unnecessary. 

The  two  Sunset  lines,  and  to  a  lesser  degree  the  Excelsior  line,  are 
considered  as  having  great  developmental  potentialities.  The  Eureka 
Valley  line  is  considered  as  having  little  developmental  possibilities.  The 
Balboa  line  is  considered  as  an  improvement  in  service  to  a  heavily  set- 
tled district.  The  short  Taraval  and  Marina  loops  are  considered  as 
improvements  in  service  now  given  to  the  respective  terminal  areas  of  the 
two  lines. 

The  paying  possibilities  of  the  lines,  as  originally  proposed,  were  empha- 
sized by  the  City  Engineer,  although  estimates  of  revenues  and  costs  for 
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each  proposed  line,  or  for  the  extensions  as  a  whole  were  not  made  public. 
The  present  Municipal  Railway  system,  due  to  a  decrease  in  the  growth 
of  revenues  and  to  increased  expenditures  for  wage  increases  effective 
July  1st  and  January  1st  last,  has  an  operating  deficit  for  the  first  nine 
months  of  the  current  fiscal  year  of  about  $44,000,  which  it  is  estimated 
will  grow  to  over  $60,000  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  June  30th  next. 

Spring  Valley  Purchase — ^40,000,000 

The  Spring  Valley  purchase  proposal  includes  the  lands,  buildings, 
reservoirs  and  plant  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company  that  have 
been  specifically  designated  by  the  City  Engineer  as  required  by  the  city 

Spring  Valley  City  Engineer's 

Dec.  31,1926  Est. Dec.  3  1, 1927 

Option  Price  at  March  1,  1920 $37,000,000  $37,000,000 

Capital  Expenditures  March  1,  1920- 
June  30,   1921   570,699 

Capital  Expenditures  Sept.  1,  1921- 
Dec.  31,  1926,  Calaveras  and  the  24 
M.  D.  G.  Program  2,213,082 

Additions  and  Extensions  to  the  Water 

Supply  and  Distribution  System  2,505,482 

Office  Building  and  Watershed  Prop- 
erty            518,837 

Miscellaneous    72,546 

Net  Capital  Additions  to  Dec.  31,1 926-$  5,880,646  7,292,202 

Total  $42,880,646  $44,292,202 

Deductions — 

Amortization  Fund,  Including  Interest  _$    1,892,202  $   2,392,202 

Depreciation   Allowance   1,600,000  1,900,000 

Total  Deductions  $  3,492,202  $  4,292,202 

Total   Option   Price   plus   Additions, 

as  of  December  31,  1926  $39,388,444  $40,000,000 

The  City  is  further  indebted  to  the 
Company  for  the  balance  of  the 
$1,000,000  Loan  to  the  City,  for 
account  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Capital  Ex- 
penditures, less  accrued  rental  and  less 
unearned  discount,  as  of  Dec.  31, 
1 926  $      790,700 

Total  $40, 1  79, 1 44 
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for  Storage,  protection,  transmission  and  distribution  of  the  city's  water 
supply.  The  price  to  be  paid  is  based  on  an  option  of  April  14,  1922, 
and  was  specified  by  an  order  of  the  Railroad  Commission  of  California. 

The  elements  of  the  purchase  price,  according  to  a  Spring  Valley  Com- 
pany report  as  of  December  31,  1926,  are  shown  in  the  following  table, 
in  comparison  with  an  estimate  by  the  City  Engineer  of  the  value  of 
these  various  elements  as  of  December  31st  next,  the  assumed  date  of 
purchase  if  the  bond  issue  carries. 

The  basic  price,  $37,000,000,  and  the  conditions  governing  increases 
due  to  additions,  and  offsetting  accruals,  have  been  accepted  by  the  city 
and  the  company  as  fair.  Included  within  the  properties  are  over  62,000 
acres  of  land  at  their  1920  valuation,  with  no  allowance  for  an  undoubted 
increase  in  value  during  the  last  seven  years.  There  are  967  acres  in 
San  Francisco,  including  part  of  the  Lake  Merced  properties,  with  a 
high  present  value  and  a  higher  potential  value  as  a  future  parksite  when 
these  lands  are  no  longer  required  for  water  conservation  purposes. 

Aside  from  the  aspects  of  financial  operation,  the  primary  arguments 
for  purchase  of  the  Spring  Valley  properties  are  two.  One  is  that  the 
properties  include  the  Spring  Valley  Lakes — Pilarcitos,  San  Andreas  and 
Crystal  Springs — the  only  large  water  storage  sites  near  San  Francisco. 
Without  such  storage  areas,  the  Hetch  Hetchy  supply,  with  its  main 
storage  reservoir  160  miles  distant,  would  not  be  a  safe  supply  for  the 
city  to  rely  upon. 

The  other  is  that  the  Spring  Valley  properties  include  the  distribution 
system  within  the  city.  Without  such  a  system,  the  Hetch  Hetchy  supply 
will  be  useless;  and  without  the  Sfring  Valley  distribution  system,  the 
city  would  have  to  build  a  duplicate  system,  which  would  represent  a 
great  economic  loss,  for  the  distribution  for  Hetch  Hetchy  water. 

The  City  Engineer  has  frequently  stated  that  the  purchase  of  Spring 
Valley  and  the  consequent  gradual  reduction  of  the  capital  charges 
thereon,  offers  the  only  means  of  reducing  San  Francisco's  water  rates. 
The  existing  average  rate  is  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer  as  37  cents 
per  1,000  gallons,  and  is  said  to  be  the  highest  paid  by  any  city  in  the 
country. 

The  citizens  of  San  Francisco  have  already  voted  $55,000,000  for 
Hetch  Hetchy  development.  An  additional  $24,000,000  must  be  voted 
to  complete  the  system — 31  miles  of  tunnel  and  45  miles  of  pipe  line 
across  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  Under  the  present  construction  program 
of  the  Engineer's  office,  Hetch  Hetchy  construction  would  be  finished  in 
1932.  According  to  the  City  Engineer,  "In  1933  San  Franicsco  will  be 
using  the  full  present  economical  capacity  of  the  Spring  Valley  system." 

The  option  price  and  the  attendant  conditions  for  purchase  by  the  city 
of  the  Spring  Valley  properties  extend  to  January  1,  1934.     The  question 
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INCOME— W  A  TER 

Water  Sales  to  C.  &  C.  of  8.  F 

Water  Sales,  all   other 


As  Operated  by 

Spring  Valley 
Water  Company 


I     316,073 
5,750,775 


Total   Water   Sales   $6,066,848 


OPERATING  EXPENSES 

Executive  Salaries  

Legal  Expense  

Clerical    Salaries   


Per  Diem  and  Monthly  Salaries 

Publicity  and  Directors'  Fees 

General   Expense   

Other  Items — Power,  Fuel,  etc 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

Operating   Revenue  

FIXED  CHARGES 

Taxes  C.  &  C.  of  S.  F. — Option 

Taxes  C.  &  C.  of  S.  F. — Non-option 


Taxes  other  Cities  and  Co. — Option- 
Taxes  other  Cities  and  Co. — Non-option.. 

Taxes  Federal  and  State 

License  C.  &  C.  of  S.  F 

Depreciation  of  Plant  Equipment  - 

Amortization  Calaveras  Dam  

Rent  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct 

Total  Fixed  Charges  ._.. 
Net  Operating  Revenue 
OTHER  INCOME 

Ren  ts    

Interest  

Miscellaneous  


— -$  51,000 
18,645 

._   326,500 

— .  404,000 
39,259 
50,000 

563,989 

_  $1,453,393 
$4,613,455 


305,514 

58,549 

281,226 

32,419 

.       314,052 

2,000 

.       300,000 

146,100 

179,555 

-$1,619,415 
.$2,994,040 

.$    214,438 

.       166,093 

11,194 


Total  Other  Income  $     391,725 

Net  Operating  Rev.  and  Other  Income   $:i,Z^5,7 65 
OTHER  DEDUCTIONS 
Interest  on  Loans 
Agricultural   Expense 


Amortization  of  Debt,  Disc,  and  Expense. 
Miscellaneous  


78,214 
102,783 
42,276 
19,564 


Total  Other  Deductions  $     242,8  37 

Net  Profit  before  Bond  Int.  or  Redempt.   3,142,928 

Bond  Interest  1,100,000 

Redemption  


Hypothetical  Statement 

of  Spring  Valley  Co. 

Operated  by  Municipality 

Under  Municipal 

Conditions 

$     316,073    (l) 
5,750,775 


$6,066,848 

$   16,833 

6,108 

466,895 

537,320 

(2) 
(2) 
(3) 
(3) 

50,000 
563,989 

$1,641,145 
$4,425,703 

$  305,514 

(4) 

281,226 

(5) 

2,000 

300,000 

179,555 

(6) 

$1,068,295 
$3,357,408 

$  100,000 

(7) 

11,194 

$  111,194 

$3,468,602 

60,000 

(7) 

19,564 

$   79,564 

3,389,038 

1,800,000 

Starts  1932 

Net  Profit  after  Bond  Int.  and  Redemp. ^..$2,QM,92% 


$1,589,038 


of  timeliness  of  the  present  purchase  proposal  has  been  raised,  principally 
with  respect  to  criticism  of  existing  conditions  of  municipal-utility  opera- 
tion in  the  case  of  the  Municipal  Railway.     This  element  and  its  effect 
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on  the  purchase  proposal  will  not  be  discussed  here,  other  than  to  refer 
to  the  fact  that  the  criticism  has  resulted  in  the  proposal  by  the  City 
Attorney  of  a  proposed  charter  amendment  creating  a  Public  Utilities 
Commission  and  fixing  its  powers,  which  proposed  amendment  was 
^'ordered  submitted"  by  the  supervisors  to  the  people  at  the  earliest  pos- 
sible election — under  the  law,  the  election  of  November,  1928.  Should 
the  submittal  at  this  early  date  be  legal,  should  the  amendment  as  drawn 
fill  the  requirements  for  businesslike  utility  operation  and  management, 
and  should  the  people  adopt  it  in  November,  1928,  it  could  not  become 
effective  for  almost  two  years  from  now. 

As  a  possible  "interim  control"  measure  the  City  Attorney  has  proposed 
an  ordinance  for  creation  of  a  Board  of  Water  Supply  under  the  control 
of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  with  powers  as  similar  to  those  provided 
for  in  a  public  utilities  commission  as  is  possible  under  the  existing  charter. 

The  income  and  expenditure  statement  of  operations  by  the  Company 
for  1926  is  shown  herewith,  in  comparison  with  a  theoretical  setup  of 
1926  income  and  expenditures  had  the  1926  operations  been  under  munic- 
ipal control.  Certain  increases  or  decreases  under  municipal  operation 
would  be  automatic;  others,  such  as  wage  increases,  would  be  semi-auto- 
matic; and  others  would  depend  on  policies  to  be  adopted  by  the  city, 
and  which  are  not  known  at  this  time. 

The  assumption  and  estimates  made  and  reflected  in  the  above  financial 
statement  are  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Hydrant  rental  and  water  used  by  municipal  departments  should 
be  paid  for  by  the  departments.  Free  hydrant-usage  and  water  would 
add  over  four  cents  to  the  tax  rate. 

(2)  Executive  salaries  and  legal  expenses  are  cut  two-thirds;  the  pro- 
portion is  an  arbitrary  one. 

(3)  Municipal  clerical  salaries  as  compared  with  company  rates  are 
estimated  as  43  per  cent  higher,  and  wage  rates  as  20  per  cent  higher. 
Additional  per  diem  employments  required  to  provide  for  city  time-off 
allowances  in  excess  of  company  time-off  allowances  are  estimated  as 
13  per  cent. 

(4)  Taxes  and  licenses  now  paid  by  the  company  to  the  city  should 
be  paid  by  the  municipally-owned  utility  to  the  credit  of  the  city's  General 
Fund,  to  avoid  passing  on  a  four-cent  increase  in  taxation  to  every  tax- 
payer in  the  city. 

(5)  Taxes  payable  to  other  cities  and  counties  must  legaly  be  con- 
tinued by  the  utility  under  municipal  ownership.  State  and  Federal  taxes 
would  be  eliminated. 
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(6)  Hetch  Hetchy  aqueduct  rental  is  continued.  Until  Hetch  Hetchy 
is  completed  and  the  two  properties  are  operated  as  one  utility,  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  bay-crossing  operates  as  a  Spring  Valley  adjunct,  built  by  the 
city  out  of  Hetch  Hetchy  funds,  in  accordance  with  an  order  of  the 
Railroad  Commission.  Elimination  of  this  item  would  pass  a  tax  of 
3^  cents  on  to  every  taxpayer,  and  would  benefit  only  the  income 
account  of  the  utility. 

(7)  Income  from  rents  and  the  expenditures  shown  as  "agricultural 
expenses"  appertain  to  the  whole  property,  option  and  non-option.  The 
amounts  for  each  shown,  under  municipal  operation,  are  as  estimated 
for  the  "option"  property. 

The  city  is  not  officially  committed  to  the  foregoing  assumptions,  and 
therefore  the  estimated  financial  result,  as  this  may  be  affected  by  certain 
of  these  assumptions,  is  open  to  question,  to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
involved  therein. 

On  the  basis  of  the  financial  operations  of  the  company  for  last  year 
and  the  assumptions  noted,  the  net  revenue  for  the  year  (after  the  pay- 
ment of  interest)  had  the  properties  been  under  municipal  operation  is 
indicated  as  $1,589,038.  For  the  first  five  years  net  revenue  would  be 
applied  to  additions  and  betterments.  The  City  Engineer  proposes  to 
Construct  from  revenues:  (1)  three  local  reservoirs  having  a  storage 
capacity  of  1,000  million  gallons,  equal  to  30  days'  supply  for  the 
present  population,  which  reservoirs  are  estimated  to  cost  $6,000,000; 
(2)  a  large-capacity  main  from  San  Andreas  to  the  city  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,000,000;  and  (3)  approximately  200  miles  of  6-inch  pipe  to 
replace  2-inch  pipe. 

Beginning  in  1932,  redemption  of  the  $40,000,000  of  bonds  at  the 
rate  of  $1,000,000  a  year  is  required. 

Estimates  compiled  by  the  City  Engineer's  office  indicate  a  1926  net 
revenue  of  $1,829,293,  under  municipal-operation  conditions,  as  com- 
pared with  the  above-estimated  net  revenue  of  $1,589,039.  The  differ- 
ence is  due  to  a  difference  in  the  assumptions  made.  By  1933,  when 
redemption  charges  will  begin,  it  is  estimated  by  the  Engineer  that  the 
gross  revenue  will  have  increased  to  $8,500,000. 

On  the  basis  of  these  estimates  it  is  considered  by  the  Engineer's  office 
that  additions  and  betterments  as  planned  can  be  financed  from  income; 
that  by  1933  the  net  revenue  (before  interest  payments)  from  water 
and  from  the  present  Hetch  Hetchy  power  contract  will  total  $7,800,- 
000;  that  this  will  more  than  cover  bond  interest  charges  ($4,770,000, 
and  bond  redemption  charges  ($2,750,000)  on  all  outstanding  Spring 
Valley  and  Hetch  Hetchy  bonds,  including  the  additional  $24,000,000 
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of  Hetch  Hetchy  bonds  to  be  voted  in  the  future;  and  that  after  1933, 
by  decreases  in  interest  charges  and  increases  in  net  revenues  (estimated 
at  $525,000  a  year)  water  rates  can  be  reduced  two  cents  a  year,  with 
an  ultimate  water  rate  of  less  than  one-half  of  the  existing  rate. 

These  predictions  may  be  optimistic,  or  may  be  interfered  with  by 
immediate  or  future  operating  policies.  Nevertheless,  the  data  available 
indicates  that  the  properties  will  more  than  carry  themselves  under  munici- 
pal ownership,  and  that  the  revenue  should  contribute  to  necessary  addi- 
tions and  future  water  rate  reductions. 
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The  Initiative  Measure  Amending  the  Refuse  Collection 
and  Disposal  Ordinance 

Proposition  No.  5  on  the  ballot  of  the  special  election  June  14th  is  an 
initiative  measure  proposing  certain  amendments  to  the  present  ordinance 
providing  for  the  collection  and  disposition  of  refuse.  If  adopted,  it 
would  have  the  same  effect  as  a  charter  amendment,  in  that  it  could  be 
strengthened,  modified  or  repealed  only  by  reference  to,  and  vote  of,  the 
people. 

The  City  Garbage  Removal  Company,  v^^hich  obtained  the  necessary 
signatures  of  voters  to  place  the  proposition  on  the  ballot,  is  engaged  in  a 
controversy  with  the  Board  of  Health  over  applications  of  the  company 
to  collect  refuse  in  certain  districts  of  the  city,  which  the  Board  has  de- 
nied. As  far  as  known,  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  measure  were  not 
discussed  with  any  official  or  civic  group  interested  in  the  improvement 
of  the  refuse  collection  situation. 

Proposed  Changes:  The  principal  amendments  to  the  existing  ordi- 
nance, that  are  incorporated  in  the  ordinance  as  it  appears  on  the  ballot, 
are: 

The  provision  that  the  Board  of  Health  shall  grant  or  deny  applications  to  col- 
lect refuse  on  certain  routes  is  stricken  out,  and  clauses  are  inserted  providing  that 
permits  be  granted  to  scavengers  to  operate  on  routes  designated  on  a  map,  which 
divides  the  city  in  97  zones. 

It  is  made  mandatory  that  the  Board  of  Health  shall  grant  a  permit  whenever  an 
applicant  has  secured  signatures  of  twenty  per  cent  of  the  patrons  on  any  route, 
stating  that  they  are  receiving  inadequate  service  from  the  present  scavenger. 

One  or  more  applicants  may  secure  a  permit  to  collect  on  the  same  route. 

Maximum  monthly  rates  are  reduced  from  5c  to  10c  for  collection  from  resi- 
dences and  flats,  and  from    10c  to   $2.00  from  apartment  houses. 

Provision  that  refuse  of  commercial  value  may  be  disposed  of  other  than  by  de- 
livery to  the  incinerator  is  omitted,  as  is  the  paragraph  giving  the  Board  of  Health 
control  over  the  design  of  vehicles  that  may  be  operated  by  scavengers. 

For  several  years  prior  to  1921,  the  collection  of  refuse  in  San  Fran- 
cisco was  in  a  chaotic  state,  producing  numerous  complaints  of  over- 
charging, failure  to  collect  refuse  and  insolence.  Duplication  of  serv- 
ice existed  where  two  or  more  scavengers  collected  on  the  same  street 
and  even  in  the  same  building,  making  it  impossible  to  determine 
responsibility  for  insanitary  conditions  resulting.  Scavengers  competed 
among  themselves  for  the  most  lucrative  routes,  and  neglected  the  least 
lucrative  districts. 

The  conditions  led  to  concerted  action  by  a  number  of  civic  groups, 
with  which  the  Bureau  co-operated.  An  ordinance  and  proposed  con- 
tract, designed  to  bring  about  city-wide  collection  by  a  single  concern, 
failed  when  no  bids  were  received.  As  a  compromise,  and  as  the  best 
possible  solution  obtainable  at  that  time,  the  present  ordinance  was  drafted 
and  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1921. 
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The  chief  features  of  the  1921  ordinance  were  that  the  Board  of 
Health  was  given  power  to  control  the  routes  covered  by  the  scavengers, 
to  investigate  and  remedy  complaints,  to  compel  the  scavengers  to  main- 
tain sanitary  conditions,  and,  by  the  establishment  of  maximum  rates,  to 
prevent  overcharging.  In  effect,  the  Board  has  been  able,  by  dealing 
with  only  two  scavengers'  co-operative  organizations  which  divide  the 
city  between  them,  to  insure  an  adequate  collection  service  for  the  entire 
city,  to  reduce  the  number  of  trucks  making  collections  in  the  congested 
districts,  and  to  reduce  very  materially  the  number  of  complaints. 

Benefits  Claimed:  The  advantages  to  be  derived  by  the  proposed 
amendments  are  said  to  be:  That  regulatory  provisions  can  be  better 
enforced,  and  more  efficient  service  given  the  householder,  by  providing 
for  competition  in  collection;  that  competition  will  prevent  overcharg- 
ing; that  relief  will  be  obtained  from  so-called  "high-handed  methods 
of  the  garbage  trust";  and  that  maximum  monthly  rates  for  residences 
and  flats  will  be  reduced  from  four  to  eleven  per  cent,  and  for  apart- 
ment houses  from  one  to  five  per  cent. 

Effect  of  Changes:  Adoption  of  the  initiative  ordinance,  which 
deals  not  only  with  an  important  question  of  policy,  but  also  with  admin- 
istrative detail,  would  take  these  matters  out  of  the  hands  of  the  legisla- 
tive body.    Future  amendments  would  require  a  vote  of  the  people. 

The  proposition  to  introduce  a  permit  system  and  make  it  mandatory 
on  the  Board  of  Health  to  issue  a  permit  whenever  an  applicant  obtains 
signatures  of  twenty  per  cent  of  the  patrons  on  any  route  would  probably 
promote  a  revival  of  conditions  which  existed  prior  to  1921.  While  in 
theory  competition  might  promote  more  efficient  service  and  compel 
scavengers  to  abide  more  strictly  by  the  law,  in  effect  there  would  be 
competition  for  the  more  lucrative  business  while  other  patrons  and  less 
favored  districts  might  be  neglected.  The  former  duplication  of  service 
would  be  revived.  As  the  amended  ordinance  makes  no  restriction  as  to 
how  many  petitions  for  change  of  service  a  householder  may  sign,  there 
is  no  limit  to  the  number  of  scavengers  who  might  operate  on  the  same 
route.  The  power  of  altering  the  routes  to  conform  with  efficient  service 
is  taken  out  of  the  control  of  the  Board  of  Health, 

The  proposition  to  reduce  rates  is  an  arbitrary  one,  but  can  be  justi- 
fied, according  to  Bureau  studies  in  1924-25,  as  the  present  rates  were 
fixed  when  prices  were  at  their  post-war  peak,  and,  if  equitable  at  that 
time,  are  probably  high  under  present-day  conditions.  The  ordinance- 
rates,  however,  affect  only  householders  and  apartment  house  owners. 
The  rates  for  business  houses  and  hotels,  the  "cream"  of  the  business, 
are  still  left  as  a  matter  for  agreement  between  the  customer  and  the 
scavenger, 

[135] 


THE  CITV,  JUNE  7,   1927 


Summary:  The  Bureau  holds  no  brief  for  the  present  refuse  col- 
lection system  nor  the  manner  in  which  it  is  operated  and  regulated. 
There  is  probably  need  for  improved  service  and  for  revision  of  the 
present  ordinance.  There  is  also  need  for  the  dissemination  to  house- 
holders of  information  as  to  maximum  legal  rates,  their  recourse  for 
improper  service,  and  their  other  rights.  However,  it  would  be  purely 
fortuitous  if  proper  improvements  are  obtained  for  the  citizens  as  a 
whole  as  a  result  of  a  partisan  controversy  between  groups,  seeking  pri- 
vate gain.  It  would  be  more  equitable  to  the  public  and  public  health 
would  be  given  proper  consideration,  if  improvements  are  made  after 
a  detailed  investigation  and  study  by  disinterested  parties. 

The  Board  is  convinced  that  improvements  can  be  made.  It  has 
offered  its  services  for  such  a  study,  and  stands  ready  to  co-operate  with 
any  program  which  will  bring  about  adequate  results. 

The  competitive  system  of  collection  that  will  be  promoted  by  the 
proposed  initiative  ordinance  will  probably  not  improve  conditions  but 
will  more  probably  bring  about  a  return  of  the  intolerable  conditions 
which  existed  prior  to  1921.  The  probable  rate  reductions  would  be 
only  a  slight  palliative  for  the  ills  of  the  present  system  and  could  be 
more  equitably  determined  after  proper  investigation  of  service  and 
costs.  The  omission  of  the  clause  giving  the  Board  of  Health  regula- 
tory power  over  the  conditions  of  refuse  collection  vehicles  may  prove 
to  be  a  menace  to  the  protection  of  public  health.  The  change  in  the 
provisions  regarding  the  salvaging  of  refuse  of  commercial  value  is  a 
factional  matter  which  the  public  should  not  be  made  a  party  to,  and 
v/hich  should  be  determined  from  the  standpoint  of  the  best  interests 
of  the  public. 

The  effect  of  the  initiative  proposition  is  to  weaken  rather  than 
strengthen  the  existing  law.  If  adopted,  further  improvements  may  be 
very  difficult  to  secure,  as  they  will  require  submission  to  the  people  and 
popular  vote  thereon. 

In  consideration  of  the  binding  powers  of  the  initiative  and  the  diffi- 
culty of  securing  necessary  amendments  if  the  ordinance  is  adopted,  and 
the  belief  that  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  would  bring  about  a 
reversion  to  former  intolerable  conditions,  the  Bureau  believes  ( 1 )  that 
the  ordinance  should  be  disapproved  and  (2)  that  a  scientific  study  of 
the  refuse  situation  should  be  initiated,  out  of  which  necessary  improve- 
ments, from  the  standpoint  of  the  whole  public  interest,  can  be  deter- 
mined and  secured. 

A  CORRECTION 

In  the  issue  of  "The  City,"  Vol.  VII,  No.  7,  page  129,  the  statement  is  made: 
"Free  hydrant-usage  and  water  would  add  over  four  cents  to  the  tax  rate."  This 
should  read:  "Free  hydrant-usage  and  water  would  cut  over  four  cents  from  the  tax 
rate." 
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The  1927-28  Budget 


'Jhe  budget  for  the  new  fiscal  year,  1927-28,  as  adopted  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  on  May  25th,  and  which  went  into  effect  on  July  1st, 
amounts  to  $33,007,518.  The  budget  for  last  year  totalled  $33,284,382. 
The  new  budget,  therefore,  in  comparison  with  last  year's  budget,  as 
formally  adopted,  represents  a  decrease  of  $276,864  in  the  city's  annual 
expenditures. 

However,  the  1926-27  budget  was  decreased  by  $1,111,995  at  the 
same  time  the  tax  rate  was  fixed,  by  reason  of  a  City  Attorney's  opin- 
ion to  the  efirect  that  Hetch  Hetchy  power  operating  revenues  must  be 
applied  to  Hetch  Hetchy  debt  charges.  This  resulted  in  a  tax  levy  for 
bond  interest  and  redemption  purposes  of  $3,786,394,  instead  of  the 
$4,898,389  budget  appropriation  for  this  purpose.  In  comparison  with 
the  1926-27  net  budget,  as  financed  by  the  tax  rate,  and  amounting  to 
$32,172,387,  the  new  budget  therefore  represents  an  increase  of 
$835,141. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  a  tax  rate  of  approximately  $3.60  per  $100 
of  assessed  valuation  will  be  required  to  finance  the  budget.  This  would 
be  a  reduction  of  six  cents  in  the  rate.  However,  on  the  basis  of  a  City 
Attorney's  opinion  dealing  with  the  financing  of  school  operation  and 
building  expenditures,  it  is  possible  that  the  Board  of  Education,  if  it 
files  an  amended  budget  in  July  or  August,  will  mandate  the  Supervisors 
to  levy  a  tax  for  school  operation  and  building  purposes  in  excess  of  the 
amounts  appropriated  in  the  budget.  Therefore,  the  probable  tax  rate 
cannot  at  this  time  be  accurately  forecast. 

Hearings  by  the  Finance  Committee  on  departmental  budget  requests 
began  early  in  April  and  culminated  with  the  submittal  of  the  Finance 
Committee's  budget  proposal  on  May  16th.  As  in  the  past  the  Bureau 
was  furnished  with  copies  of  all  departmental  budget  estimates.  The 
Bureau  co-operated  with  the  Finance  Committee  in  devising  the  form  of 
budget  estimate  sheets,  and  in  making  analyses  of  increase  demands  and 
other  matters  requested  by  the  Finance  Committee. 

Detailed  budget-estimate  forms  used  prior  to  last  year  were  put  into 
use  again  this  year.  For  the  first  time  departments  were  required  to  sub- 
mit their  estimates  for  personal  services  in  accordance  with  the  organiza- 
tion units  of  their  respective  departments.  Non-personal  service  items, 
as  requested  by  the  departments,  were  referred  to  the  Purchaser  of  Sup- 
plies for  checking  against  his  records  as  to  amounts  and  prices.  Requests 
for  capital  expenditures  were  required  to  be  submitted  separately.  The 
net  eflFect  of  these  improvements  was  to  very  materially  add  to  the  amount 
and  kind  of  information  available  to  the  Finance  Committee  as  to  de- 
partmental needs,  and  likewise  to  enable  each  department  to  more  fully 
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and  accurately  present  its  case.  The  new  procedure  is  a  distinct  improve- 
ment over  that  of  past  years  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  it  will  be  carried  over 
and  continued  in  connection  with  future  annual  budgets. 

During  consideration  of  the  proposed  budget  by  the  Supervisors,  the 
major  controversies  centered  around  the  proposed  allotments  for  street 
reconstruction  and  school  buildings. 

School-Buildings  Appropriation 

For  new  school  buildings  and  maintenance  of  existing  structures,  the 
Finance  Committee  proposed  an  appropriation  for  the  coming  year  of 
$1,200,000,  an  increase  of  $300,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1926-27, 
but  $900,000  less  than  the  amount  requested  by  the  Board  of  Education 
for  this  purpose.  During  consideration  of  the  budget  by  the  Supervisors 
on  May  25th,  when  the  budget  was  up  for  "passage  to  print,"  an  amend- 
ment was  offered  increasing  the  appropriation  to  $2,100,000.  This,  how- 
ever, was  voted  down  14  to  3. 

On  the  basis  that  the  maintenance  of  a  continuous  pay-as-you-go  policy 
for  school  construction  could  not  be  guaranteed  by  any  Board  of  Super- 
visors, that  the  amounts  involved  were  very  large,  and  that  a  permanent 
fiscal  policy  could  be  determined  only  by  reference  to  the  people,  Super- 
visor Havenner  of  the  Finance  Committee  stated  that  he  proposed  to 
introduce  legislation,  to  be  submitted  to  the  people  at  the  election  next 
November,  designed  to  secure  public  sanction  of  the  amount  and  method 
of  financing  school  building  construction,  and  by  such  vote  secure  a  perma- 
nent fiscal  policy  in  the  only  way  that  would  avoid  a  bond  issue  and  would 
be  binding  upon  future  Boards  of  Supervisors. 

An  opinion  previously  requested  from  the  City  Attorney  was  presented 
and  read.  This,  in  brief,  stated  that  the  State  law  rather  than  the  City 
Charter  governed  with  regard  to  school  and  school  building  expendi- 
tures; that  under  a  constitutional  amendment  of  1920  and  subsequent 
general  laws,  the  Superintendent  of  Schools  is  required  to  make  a  budget 
which  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  not  later  than  ten 
days  prior  to  the  first  of  the  month  in  which  taxes  are  levied  (August  or 
September)  and  that  it  is  mandatory  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  levy 
and  collect  such  district  tax  as  is  required  to  fund  such  budget.  The 
opinion  discussed  the  provisions  of  the  1920  constitutional  amendment 
and  several  general  laws  dealing  with  school  expenditures,  high  school 
building  fund  and  elementary  school  building  fund  (Sections  1612A, 
1755,  1756  and  1757)  and  concluded  that  under  the  constitutional 
amendment  and  the  general  laws  the  limitations  on  school  operation  and 
building  financing  are  removed,  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  limited 
to  the  right  to  question  the  legality  of  various  items,  and  that  the  Super- 
visors must  levy  sufficient  taxes  to  fund  the  budget  as  proposed  by  the 
Superintendent  of  Schools  and  the  Board  of  Education. 
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Several  Supervisors  urged  that  the  Board  of  Education  has  the  power 
to  supplement  the  $1,200,000  budget  appropriation  by  the  sale  of  lands 
no  longer  used  or  useful  for  school  purposes.  It  was  stated  that  the  Board 
of  Education  had  previously  requested  the  sale  of  six  such  sites.  The 
Mayor  stated  that  the  sale  of  these  had  been  held  up  by  him  and  would 
be  held  up  until  the  Board  of  Education  requested  the  sale  of  the  old 
Horace  Mann  building  and  site  on  Valencia  street  (such  request  has  since 
been  made),  and  the  old  Boys'  High  School  structure  and  site  on  Sutter 
street.  It  was  stated  by  the  Mayor  that  the  disposal  of  the  old  Horace 
Mann  building  and  site  had  been  promised  to  the  merchants  on  Valencia 
street,  and  that  the  old  Boys'  High  School  building,  now  used  in  part  as  a 
warehouse  and  shop  by  the  School  Department,  is  a  fire-trap  which  should 
be  disposed  of.  No  estimate  was  given  of  the  value  of  the  six  properties 
requested  to  be  sold  by  the  Board  of  Education  and  the  two  others  re- 
ferred to  by  the  Mayor.  It  has  been  estimated,  however,  on  the  basis  of 
values  of  contiguous  parcels,  that  the  sale  of  these  could  probably  realize 
over  $600,000. 

No  intimation  has  yet  been  given  of  the  plans  of  the  Board  of  Educa- 
tion under  its  legal  powers  as  these  have  been  defined  by  the  City  Attor- 
ney. The  Board  may  file  an  amended  budget  with  the  Supervisors  in  July 
or  August  which  would  practically  mandate  the  Supervisors  to  levy 
sufficient  taxes  to  fund  such  amended  budget  regardless  of  the  amounts 
set  up  in  the  1927-28  budget  for  school  or  school  building  purposes.  If 
this  is  not  done,  Supervisor  Havenner's  proposal  of  a  permanent  fiscal 
policy  to  be  determined  by  the  people  at  the  November  election  will  no 
doubt  furnish  a  way  out  of  the  situation  by  means  of  which  the  people 
may  vote  authorization  of  a  special  annual  tax  for  school  building 
purposes. 

By  resolution,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  authorized  the  appointment 
of  a  committee  of  its  members  to  confer  with  the  Board  of  Education, 
relative  to  school  building  needs  and  plans  for  financing  these. 

Boulevards  and  Street  Reconstruction 

The  Finance  Committee  proposed  an  appropriation  of  $275,000  for 
the  reconstruction  of  streets.  This  item  was  increased  to  $309,000  by  the 
inclusion  of  certain  street  work  previously  scheduled  to  be  done  out  of 
the  "Good  Roads  Fund,"  which  addition  was  ofifset  by  the  transfer  of 
certain  boulevard  work  originally  set  up  in  the  budget  items  and  later 
allocated  to  the  "Good  Roads  Fund"  schedule. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Streets  Committee  urged  an  increase  of  $297,- 
000  in  the  budget  appropriation  for  street  reconstruction  and  in  addition 
urged  increased  appropriations  for  street  work  in  front  of  city  property, 
emergency  street  work,  etc.  The  proposed  amendment  to  increase  the 
budget  appropriation  for  street  reconstruction  was  voted  down  15  to  1 . 
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It  was  brought  out  in  the  lengthy  discussion  that  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee planned  and  pledged  itself  to  carry  out  the  entire  street  recon- 
struction and  boulevard  program  as  recommended  by  the  Streets  Com- 
mittee, by  the  $275,000  budget  appropriation  and  an  estimated  revenue 
of  $1,025,000  to  "Good  Roads  Fund"  which  is  to  be  made  up  of  moneys 
collected  by  the  State  under  the  gasoline  tax  and  paid  to  the  county.  The 
difference  between  the  estimate  of  the  two  committees  was  a  difference 
in  unit  cost  estimates  used.  The  Streets  Committee's  job  estimates  were 
based  on  Board  of  Public  Works'  costs  as  estimated  by  the  City  Engi- 
neer's office.  The  Finance  Committee's  job  estimates  were  based  on 
contractors'  job  estimates  and  were  about  twenty  per  cent  lower  than  the 
estimates  used  by  the  Streets  Committee. 

A  question  of  charter  powers  may  be  involved  in  the  proposal  to  do 
street  reconstruction  by  contract,  or  to  enforce  economies  based  on  private 
contractors'  estimates.  The  charter  provides  that  "all  public  works 
authorized  by  the  Supervisors  to  be  done  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  shall,  unless  otherwise  determined^  by  the  Board 

of  Public  Works be  done  under  written  contract."    The  authority 

of  the  Board  of  Public  Works  to  do  street  reconstruction  work  by  its 
own  forces  was  taken  to  court  several  years  ago,  at  which  time  the  Court 
ruled  that  the  phrase  "unless  otherwise  determined  by  the  Board  of  Pub- 
lic Works"  gave  to  the  Board  the  power  to  do  the  work  in  such  manner 
as  it  saw  fit.  It  may  be,  therefore,  that  the  Finance  Committee  will  be 
unable  to  enforce  a  saving  predicated  on  unit  costs  for  street  reconstruc- 
tion work  by  private  contract,  that  are  lower  than  Board  of  Public 
Works'  costs  for  similar  work. 

The  Finance  Committee  stated  that  it  would  endeavor  to  control  the 
situation  by  requiring  the  Board  of  Public  Works  to  file  a  proposed 
program  for  each  month's  work,  together  with  detailed  expenditures  for 
the  preceding  month,  and  that  monthly  appropriations  for  additional 
work  and  the  additional  month's  program  would  be  based  and  largely 
controlled  by  the  detailed  expenditure  statements  for  the  preceding  month. 

Other  Capital  Expenditures 

The  various  appropriations  for  capital  expenditures  other  than  street 
and  boulevard  construction  and  school  building  total  $1,104,110,  as 
compared  with  appropriations  totalling  $1,408,898  for  the  fiscal  year 
1926-27.  Included  in  the  appropriations  for  improvements  for  the  com- 
ing fiscal  year  are  appropriations  for  Aquatic  Park,  Yacht  Harbor,  Civic 
Center  beautification,  Larson  Park,  Mt.  Davidson,  land  for  John  Mc- 
Laren Park,  etc. 

Bond  Interest  and  Redemption 

The  appropriation  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  totals  $4,252,211, 
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as  compared  with  $4,898,389  for  this  purpose  in  the  1926-27  budget — 
a  decrease  of  $646,178.  As  stated  in  the  foregoing,  however,  the  budget 
appropriation  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  was  not  raised  in  full  by 
the  tax  levy  of  last  year,  due  to  a  legal  decision  which  required  that 
Hetch  Hetchy  operating  revenues  be  applied  to  debt  charges  on  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  project.  This  reduced  last  year's  actual  appropriation,  as  con- 
trolled by  the  tax  levy,  to  $3,798,389.  In  comparison  with  this  figure 
the  appropriation  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  for  1927-28  repre- 
sents an  actual  increase  of  $454,000. 

The  amount  this  year  represents  a  decline  from  the  peak  of  bond 
interest  and  redemption  charges,  despite  the  fact  that  redemption  of  1923 
School  and  Relief  Home  bonds  begins  and  must  be  provided  for  in  this 
year's  budget.  The  decline  is  accounted  for  by  the  gradual  redemption 
of  the  1910  Hetch  Hetchy  bond  issue  and  the  growth  in  receipts  from 
Hetch  Hetchy  power  operations.  The  sum  of  $2,000,000  from  power 
operation  is  applied  to  reduce  debt  charges,  which  is  deducted  from  the 
gross  amount  thereof,  producing  the  amount  of  the  budget  appropriation 
as  the  net  amount  to  be  raised  by  taxation. 

Appropriations  for  Other  Purposes 

The  compilation  which  is  shown  herewith  reflects,  according  to  major 
functions,  the  comparative  budget  appropriations  for  this  year,  in  com- 
parison with  appropriations  for  last  year  and  for  1925-26.  The  largest 
increase  is  for  the  Police  Department,  amounting  to  $115,757,  due  in 
large  part  to  the  allowance  of  50  additional  patrolmen.  An  increase  of 
$112,500  is  shown  in  the  item  for  pensions  which  is  in  part  accounted 
for  by  the  charter  amendment  approved  by  the  voters  last  November, 
providing  for  school  teachers'  pensions.  An  increase  of  $149,472  is  shown 
for  School  Department  operating  expenses,  which,  however,  is  stated  by 
the  Board  of  Education  as  inadequate  for  the  growth  in  school  require- 
ments. 

The  important  decreases  are  shown  in  the  appropriations  for  improve- 
ments other  than  streets  and  school  buildings,  the  amount  of  decrease 
being  $304,788.  A  decrease  of  $217,201  is  shown  in  the  item  for  street 
repair  and  street  reconstruction.  A  decrease  of  $125,165  is  shown  in  the 
appropriation  for  the  Department  of  Elections,  this  being  due  in  part  to 
the  use  of  voting  machines,  and  in  part  to  a  smaller  number  of  elections. 

An  important  appropriation  which  is  absorbed  in  group  "general  and 
miscellaneous  appropriations"  is  that  of  $125,000,  the  estimated  cost  of 
reappraising  improvements,  which  is  supplemental  to  the  reappraisal  of 
real  property  which  was  brought  to  completion  during  1926-27. 
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COMPARATIVE  BUDGET  ALLOWANCES 
Fiscal  Years  1925-26,  1926-27  and  1927-28 

1925-26  1926-27  1927-28 

Budget  Budget  Budget  Increase 

Allowance  Allowance  Allowance  — Decrease 

♦♦Legislative,    Supervisors  $    162,580  $    175,680  $    179,355  $     3,675 

General    Departments    687,320  681,710  725,490  43,780 

♦General  and  Miscellaneous  472,500  524,093  427,338  (—96,755) 

Legal    Departments    219,860  221,960  224,870  2,910 

Judicial    Departments    566,722  569,932  598,485  28,553 

Department    of    Elections    524,380  549,460  424,295  (—125,165) 

♦*Street    Lighting    625,000  630,000  680,000  50,000 

Police    Department   3,165,108  3,199,135  3,314,892  115,757 

Fire   Department   3,222,182  3,244,565  3,314,615  70,050 

Department    of    Electricity 214,970  220,370  226,070  5,700 

♦Works,  General  and  Engrs 426,667  431,227  493.272  62,045 

♦Buildings,  Mainten'ce  and  Repair      521,330  465,835  459,615  ( — 6,220) 

♦Sewer    Maintenance    261,520  254,670  224,100  (—30,570) 

♦Street  Repair  and  Reconst 1,285,955  987,941  770,740  ( — 217  201) 

♦Street  Cleaning  697,600  570,140  596,360  26,'220 

Total  Board   of   Public    Works $3,103,072  $2,709,813  $2,544,087  ( — 165,726) 

♦Health    Department— General    $    510,570  $    508,370  $    541,140  $  32,770 

S.   F.   and   Isolation   Hospitals 923,230  938,610  898,266  ( — 40  344) 

.  Emergency  Hospital  192,520  182,427  180,380  (—2,047) 

Relief  Home  387,737  431,713  435,891  4,178 

Total  Board   of  Health $2,014,057  $2,061,120  $2,055,677  f — 5,443) 

Orphans  and  Widows'    Aid %    978,500  $1,052,100  $1,079,500  27,400 

Pensions — Fire,  Police  and  Gen'l..  1,154,700  1,154,700  1,267,200  112,500 

Tax  Judgments  137,000  162,318  190,000  27,682 

Jails,   Probation,   etc 364,262  368,162  387,874  19,712 

Public   Library    262,500  262,500  283,500  21,000 

School   Department  6,954,477  7,054,477  7,203,949  149,472 

Parks   700,000  700,000  756,000  56,000 

Playgrounds    350,000  350,000  378,000  28,000 

Museums    185,000  185,000  190,000  5,000 

School   Buildings   and   Land 1,050,000  900,000  1,200,000  300,000 

♦♦Other   Improvements    2,264,003  1,408,898  1,104,110  (—304,788) 

Bond   Interest   and    Redemption....  5,677,236  4,898,389  4,252,211  (—646,178) 

Total $35,055,429       $33,284,382       $33,007,518       $(—276,864) 

♦Expenditures  partially  under  control  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
♦♦All   expenditures  under  control  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Personal  Services  and  Salaries 

The  personal  services  for  the  various  departments  was  practically  con- 
tinued as  is,  with  the  exception  of  increases  in  force  allowed  to  the  Police 
Department  and  Street  Cleaning  Department. 

No  salary  increases  were  proposed,  the  Finance  Committee  stating  that 
it  had  held  up  all  proposed  increases  pending  salary  standardization.  The 
Board  of  Public  Works,  during  hearings  before  the  Finance  Committee 
and  during  the  hearings  before  the  Board  when  the  budget  was  passed  to 
print  on  May  25th,  contested  the  right  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
control  the  salary  increases  in  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  stating 
that  under  the  charter  it  has  the  right  to  fix  salaries  for  the  personnel  of 
its  various  bureaus.  It  was  brought  out  that  this  power  has  not  been  exer- 
cised in  the  past  and  it  was  commented  on  by  several  Supervisors  that  the 
law  on  the  question  needed  court  adjudication  and  that  the  situation  could 
be  cleared  up  only  by  the  completion  of  the  employment  classification  and 
salary  standardization  work  that  is  under  way. 

It  was  implied  that  the  Board  of  Public  Works  or  its  employers  will 
contest  the  right  of  the  Supervisors  to  restrict  salary  increases  previously 
granted  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  in  which  case  the  matter  would 
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probably  come  up  in  the  form  of  a  court  action  to  mandate  the  Auditor 
to  pay  amounts  specified  in  Board  of  Public  Works  payrolls  in  cases 
where  these  are  in  excess  of  amounts  specified  in  the  budget  for  the  em- 
ployments concerned. 

During  the  hearing  before  the  Board  when  the  budget  was  up  for 
"passage  to  print"  one  Supervisor  proposed  salary  increases  for  526  em- 
ployees which  would  add  $157,800  to  the  city's  payroll.  Another  Super- 
visor proposed  ninety-four  increases,  which  would  add  $28,200  annually 
to  the  payroll.  All  of  these  proposed  increases  were  submitted  as  proposed 
amendments  to  the  budget  and  were  referred  to  the  Finance  Committee 
for  future  study  and  recommendations.  It  seemed  the  purpose  to  simply 
get  the  requests  on  record,  as  a  basis  for  future  action,  although  in  several 
cases  it  was  stated  that  the  amounts  appropriated  in  the  budget  had  re- 
duced the  compensations,  previously  received  by  the  several  employees 
referred  to.  Budget  Ordinance 

The  budget  as  passed  carries  a  new  form  of  budget  ordinance,  which 
if  its  provisions  are  carried  out,  will  represent  a  very  considerable  im- 
provement in  the  fiscal  procedure  of  the  city.  Heretofore  the  budget  has 
been  considered  as  "only  an  estimate."  The  standard  form  of  budget 
ordinance  has  permitted  a  liberal  system  of  transfers  between  items,  and, 
by  practice,  has  encouraged  the  practice  of  informally  authorizing  addi- 
tional appropriations,  and  the  incurring  of  deficits. 

The  new  ordinance  provides  that  no  department  shall  expend  or  incur 
any  liability  in  excess  of  the  amount  appropriated  therefor,  and  that  no 
appropriations  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  for  which  it  is 
specifically  made.  It  further  provides  that  all  unexpended  and  unencum- 
bered balances  at  the  end  of  each  month  shall  be  reported  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  within  ten  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  month,  and  that 
at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  all  such  balances  shall  become  a  part  of  the 
unappropriated  general  fund,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

These  provisions  if  followed  b}'  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  mean  that  the  budget  appropriations  as  formally  passed  to 
print  May  25th,  and  finnll)'  passed  June  6th,  shall  stand  as  the  city's 
expenditure  program  unless  this  shall  be  amended  by  formal  action  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  It  will  end  the  previous  unbusinesslike  practice  of 
the  various  P'inance  Committees  of  amending  the  budget  by  authorizing 
the  Auditor  to  permit  a  department  to  incur  a  deficit  in  a  certain  appro- 
priation item. 

If  rigorously  adhered  to,  it  will  mean  that  each  city  department,  except 
as  an  emergency  may  create  other  needs,  will  have  to  live  within  its 
budget  appropriation.  The  result  of  such  a  policy  and  practice  will  save 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  to  the  city  each  year,  on  the  basis  of 
previous  annual  exjienditure  figures. 
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The  1927-28  Tax  Rate 

On  Monday,  August  29th,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  Finance  Committee,  "passed  to  print"  the  tax  rate 
ordinance  fixing  the  rate  for  the  current  fiscal  year  at  $3.66  per  $100 
of  assessed  valuation.  This  figure  checks  with  the  independent  estimate 
of  the  Bureau. 

The  financial  analysis  from  which  the  various  items  of  the  tax  rate 
are  determined  is  somewhat  complicated,  involving  as  it  does  the  various 
budget  funds  plus  supplemental  appropriations  and  requirements,  and  esti- 
mates of  a  number  of  items  of  revenue.  Official  compilations  of  these 
data  have  not  been  made  public.  The  Bureau,  therefore,  is  presenting 
herewith  its  compilation,  which  may  or  may  not  agree  with  the  Finance 
Committee's  estimates,  even  though  the  net  result  is  the  same. 

Starting  with  the  budget  of  $33,007,518,  certain  appropriations,  com- 
mitments or  requirements  are  to  be  considered.  Bond  interest  and  re- 
demption requirements,  as  offset  by  net  power  revenues  for  the  last  fiscal 
year,  ending  June  30th  last  (the  term  is  as  specified  by  the  Charter), 
State  refund  for  1910  debt,  and  the  current  budget  appropriation  for  this 
purpose,  indicate  an  over-appropriation  of  $13,261.  On  the  other  hand, 
interest  charges  on  $3,000,000  bonds  sold  August,  1927,  are  not  provided 
for  in  the  current  budget  appropriation,  so  that  after  considering  interest 
paid  by  purchasers  of  these  bonds  and  the  estimated  earnings  of  cash 
balances  in  these  bond  funds,  an  additional  sum  estimated  at  $42,500 
must  be  provided. 

Additional  Requirements 

There  are,  in  addition,  four  specific  appropriations,  not  included  in  the 
budget  as  adopted,  which  must  be  included — telephone  rate  case,  exten- 
sion of  high  pressure  system,  additional  electrical  inspectors,  and  Bureau 
of  Engineering  salary  revision.    These  total  $115,230. 

Included  in  the  Bureau  compilation  are  five  of  six  additional  items 
mentioned  in  the  Finance  Committee's  report  to  the  Board — three  items 
to  provide  for  deficits  in  the  three  pension  funds  and  two  items  to  provide 
additional  amounts  for  the  Park  and  Playgrcuuid  Commissions. 

In  connection  with  a  sixth  item  mentioned  in  the  Finance  Committee's 
report,  $28,000  additional  for  tax  judgments,  a  tax-rate  of  .02420  as 
shown  in  the  tax-rate  ordinance,  when  applied  to  the  assessed  valuation 

[146] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

of  $783,771,568,  will  produce  $189,673,  as  compared  with  the  budget 
appropriation  of  $190,000  of  tax  judgments — a  decrease  of  $327,  in- 
stead of  the  increase  of  $28,000  referred  to  in  the  report. 

The  Bureau's  compliation  includes  other  commitments  to  be  provided 
for,  such  as  delinquent  tax  collections  (which,  however,  are  offset  by 
revenues  from  penalties  on  and  collections  of  taxes  delinquent  in  pre- 
vious years),  an  arbitrary  estimate  for  a  street  railway  survey,  and  the 
cost  of  an  additional  iireboat  (which  is  offset  by  a  State  refund,  listed 
under  the  heading  of  Receipts).  An  estimated  requirement  of  $120,000 
is  included  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  McClintock  traffic-survey 
report. 

The  Bureau's  statement  carries  the  proposed  salary  increases  referred 
to  the  Finance  Committee  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  budget, 
without,  however,  any  estimate  as  to  the  amount  of  these  that  may  be 
provided  for  in  the  future.  In  addition,  the  sum  of  $250,000  is  set  up 
as  a  fund  to  cover  emergencies  that  may  arise  during  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

These  items  produce  a  total  of  $33,996,487. 

Revenues  and  Tax  Levy 

The  items  enumerated  under  the  heading  of  "Estimated  Receipts  and 
Balances"  have  been  checked  and  are  in  accordance  with  official  figures, 
with  the  exception  of  No.  41,  "estimated  balance  in  the  general  fund," 
$215,000.  Due  to  the  fact  that  the  Auditor's  books  are  not  as  yet  closed, 
this  has  been  estimated  by  the  Bureau  on  the  basis  of  the  Treasurer's  cash 
balances  and  outstanding  demands  against  such  cash  balances.  The  Assess- 
or's collections  of  taxes  oni  unsecured  personal  property  at  last  year's  rate 
have  been  carried  as  revenue  to  be  apportioned  among  all  funds.  These 
various  items  indicate  a  total  estimated  revenue  and  balances  (exclusive 
of  $2,120,000  revenue  applied  to  debt  charges)  of  $8,194,885. 

This  leaves  an  amount  to  be  levied,  exclusive  of  any  additional  sum 
for  schools,  of  $25,801,602.  The  non-operative  assessment  roll,  less 
unsecured  personal  property  (the  tax  on  which  is  collected  by  the  As- 
sessor, and  is  shown  as  one  of  the  items  of  revenue)  amounts  to  $704,- 
304,351.  Applying  the  amount  to  be  levied  to  the  net  assessment  roll 
produces  a  rate  of  $3.66  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation,  the  figure  rec- 
ommended by  the  Finance  Committee  and  passed  to  print  by  the  Board. 

The  Bureau  estimates  that  if  the  School  Board  succeeds  in  its  proposal 
to  secure  additional  tax  revenue  for  school  operation  and  school  build- 
ings, the  amount  to  be  levied  will  be  $27,083,067,  and  that  this  will 
require  a  tax  rate  of  $3.84-plus  $100  of  assessed  valuation. 
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1927-28  Tax  Rate  Analysis 


ANALYSIS   OF    FUNDS  TO    BE    PROVIDED,   OFFSETTING    REVENUES   AND 

BALANCES,   AND    PROBABLE   AMOUNT   OF    LEVY    AND    RATE. 
,.  SPECIFIC    APPROPRIATIONS  Amount 

1.  1927-28  Budget,  as  Adopted   June  6,   1927.... $33,007,518 

2.  Bond  interest  and  redemption   (Auditor).... $6,252,194 

3.  Less  power  revenue  to  June  30,   1927 $1,887,244 

4.  Le.ss  State  refund,   1910   debt..._ —      126,000 

5.  Less   budget   appropriation   _ 4,252,211     6,265,455 


6.  Over-Appropriation  for   Bond   Interest  and    Redemption _ ( — 13,261) 

7.  Interest  charg-es,  $3,000,000—5%  bonds  sold  Aug-ust,  1927 $150,000 

8.  Less   interest   paid   by   purchasers.— $32,500 

9.  Less   estimated   earnings,    idle   bond   funds _ 75,000     107,500 


10.  Additional   Amount    Required   _ _ _...  42,500 

11.  Appropriation,  Telephone  Rate  Case  _ 37,500 

12.  Appropriation,    Extension    of    High    Pressure   System 55,000.. 

13.  Appropriation,   Additional    Electrical    Inspectors 5,500 

14.  Appropriation,   Bureau   of   Engineering   Salary   Revision _ ^... 17,230 

15.  Total    Appropriations    and    Debt    Charges _ $33,151,987 

B.  FINANCE   COMMITTEE   ADDITIONS 

16.  Deficit,  Firemen's  Pension    Fund „ $  35,000 

17.  Deficit,   Police    Pension    Fund   __ „ 35,000 

18.  Deficit,  Employees'   Retirement  Fund  — 72,000 

19.  Additional,    Playground   Commission   minimum    5c   tax — _ 13,000 

20.  Additional.   Park  Commission  maximum   10c   tax _ 27,000 

C.  OTHER    COMMITMENTS   TO    BE    FINANCED 

21.  Delinquent  Tax  Collections,  est.    (see   Nos.   38-39)_ 175,000 

22.  Street   Railway  Transportation   Survey,  est _ 37,500 

23.  Traffic   Officers   and   Traffic    Engineering    Bureau,   McClintock 

Report    (including  signals,    plant,   etc.) _ _ 120,000 

24.  Additional   Fire   Boat   (see  State  refund  No.   34) 80,000 

25.  526  Proposed  Salary   Increases   ($13,150  per  mo.)   ref.   to  Fin.   Com. No  Est. 

$33,746,487 

26.  Leeway  for    Emergencies   ._ _ -^ 250,000^ 

27.  Total   Appropriations   and    Estimated    Requirements  $33,996,487 

D.  ESTIMATED    RECEIPTS    AND    BALANCES 

28.  Schools— State  subvention  — _ $1,658,354 

29.  Schools— Rental  receipts  _ _ _ 102,000 

30.  Schools — Federal    aid _ - 16,162 

31.  Schools— Balance  in  Fund,  June  30,   1927 -.._ _ 216,862 

32.  Schools— Inventory,  M.   &  S.   on  hand _ 70,507     $2,063,885 


33.  State  aid,   widows  and  orphans   _ _ 257,000 

34.  State  payment,  additional  Are  boat  (see  No.  24) 80,000 

35.  Estimated  revenue — licenses,  fees,  etc $2,466,000 

36.  Less  apportionment.   Police  Pension  Fund -.        40.000  2,426,000 

37.  Estimated  additional  electrical  permit  inspection   (see  No.  13) 11,000 

38.  Estimated  delinquent  tax  collections   (see  No.   21) $150,000 

39.  Same — costs,  penalties  and  interest  (see  No.  21) — 83,500  233,500 

40.  Estimated    balance.    General   Fund    — 215,000 

41.  Assessor's   unsecured   personal   property  collections, 

$3.66  rate,  to  be  apportioned  among  all  funds „     2,908,500 

42.  Estimated  Revenues  and  Balances  $8,194,885 

E.  LEVY,   BASED  ON    BUDGET 

43.  Amount  to  be  levied,  exclusive  of  additional  for  schools 

(No.   27  less  No.  42)   _ __ 25,801,602 

44.  Non-operative    assessment    roll    (less   personal   property 

see  No.   41)   _ $704,304,351 

45.  Necessary   Rate — per  $100 — $3.66 

F.  LEVY,   IF  ADDITIONAL   FOR   SCHOOLS   IS   REQUIRED 

46.  Board   of  Education's   school-operation  request _...$     7,585,414 

47.  Supervisors'    appropriation   therefor  _ 7,203,949 

48.  Additional    - - - 381,465 

49.  Board  of  Education's  school-building  request 2,100,000 

50.  Supervisors'    appropriation   therefor  — _ — .       1,200,000 

51.  Additional  — - - - — : ^^M^L 

52.  Amount  to  be  levied  if  school  budgets  are  mandatory $27,083,067 

53.  Necessary  Rate— per  $100.00  (see  No.  44)— $3.84 
NOTE — Premium  of  $  77,418  on  1923  School  Bonds,  and 

154,836  on  1924  Water  Bonds 


$232,254  as  yet  unappropriated. 
According  to  the  Charter,  these  apparently  must  be  applied  to  the  purposes  for 
which  the  bond  funds  were  voted.    Any  proposal  to  use  amount  of  premiums  for 
current  bond  interest  or  redemption  payment,  should  be  referred  to  City  Attorney 
for  legal  opinion. 
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Municipal  Railway  Financial 
Statement  1 926-27 

A  STATEMENT  is  presented  herewith  showing  Municipal  Railway 
income  and  expenditures  for  1926-27  in  comparison  with  income 
and  expenditures  for  1925-26.  The  statement  shows  a  deficit  of  $55,873, 
the  largest  in  recent  years. 

The  statement  is  as  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research 
from  monthly  income  and  expenditure  statements  issued  by  the  Board 
of  Public  Works.  It  is  subject  to  final  accounting  adjustments  which  may 
change  the  figures  in  some  slight  degree  when  the  official  annual  state- 
ment is  completed  and  issued  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works. 

It  is  of  interest  to  note  the  very  slight  increase  in  passenger  revenues, 
$11,171,  or  three-tenths  of  one  per  cent  over  those  of  the  previous  fiscal 
year.  This  is  probably  due  to  the  increasing  use  of  automobiles,  as  an 
abnormally  low  rate  of  increase  is  also  reflected  in  Market  Street  Railway 
passenger  revenues  for  the  last  several  years,  in  contrast  with  an  increased 
auto  registration  averaging  12.5%  per  year.  Revenues  are  restricted  to 
a  5  cent  fare,  which  was  formerly  a  universal  rate,  but  which  has  been 
increased  in  most  of  the  cities  of  the  country. 

The  statement  shows  a  falling  off  in  '■'operating  expense,""  exclusive 
of  "conducting  transportation."  The  latter  item  is  made  up  almost  en- 
tirely of  wages  of  motormen  and  conductors;  the  increase  therefor  of 
$148,311  over  the  preceding  fiscal  year  is  largely  accounted  for  by  two 
wage  increases,  one  effective  for  the  entire  year,  and  the  other  for  the 
last  six  months  of  the  year.  The  July  first  increase  granted  to  the  car  men 
was  voted  with  the  understanding  that  this  would  create  a  deficit,  and 
to  offset  such  expected  deficit  $50,000  was  appropriated  in  the  1926-27 
budget  as  a  refund  to  the  Municipal  Railway  of  part  of  the  sum  pre- 
viously contributed  from  railway  funds  toward  Twin  Peaks  and  Stockton 
Street  tunnel  costs.  This  is  a  balance-sheet  transaction  and  is  not  in- 
cluded in  the  income  account. 

A  decreased  expenditure  of  $40,907  for  the  other  items  of  "operating 
expense"  is  probably  due  in  large  part  to  a  change  in  accounting  policy 
during  the  last  three  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  under  which  expenditures 
previously  charged  as  "operating  expense"  were  carried  as  expenditures 
out  of  the  Depreciation  Reserve  Fund. 

Analysis  has  not  as  yet  been  made  of  the  items  paid  out  of  the  Depre- 
ciation Reserve.  Expenditures  therefrom  averaged  $6,730  per  month  for 
the  first  nine  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  as  compared  with  an  average 
monthly  expenditure  of  $21,540  for  the  last  three  months  of  the  fiscal 
year.  This  increased  rate  of  expenditure  aggregates  approximately  $44,000 
in  its  effect  on  the  annual  statement.     If  this  amount  represents  expendi- 
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1926-27  INCOME  AND  EXPENDITURE  STATEMENT 
SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

Compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research 
from  official  monthly  reports. 

In  Comparison  with  1925-26  Official  Statement 

1925-26  1926-27 

Annual  Monthly                Increase 

Statement  Statements        ( — Decrease) 
Operating  Revenues 

Passenger  Revenues  $3,395,950  $3,407,121 

Miscellaneous    Revenues    14,016  14,145 

Total  Operating  Revenues  $3,409,966  $3,421,266          $      11,300 

Operating  Expense 

Ways  and  Structures $     134,911  $     109,060 

Equipment    200,366  200,829 

Power   488,812  488,115 

Conducting  Transportation  1,694,705  1,843,016 

Other  General  and  Misc.  Expenses....       186,352  171,530 

Total   Operating   Expenses $2,705,146  $2,812,550              107,404 

Net   Operating  Revenue  $     704,820  $    608,716        (—$96,104) 

Reserves 

For  Depreciation   $    241,806  $    247,362 

For  Accident   and   Damage   Claims....       106,619  84,955 

For  Workmen's  Compensation 18,597  18,869 

Total  Reserves  $    367,022  $     351,186          (—15,836) 

Operating  Income  $    337,798  $    257,530          (—80,268) 

Non-Operating  Income 

Interest  on  Securities  Owned  $       43,467  $       44,623 

Subsidy  from   State   7,742 

Total  Non-Operating  Income  $      43,467  $       52,365                   8,998 

Gross  Income  $    381,265  $    309.895          (—71,370) 

Interest  on  Funded  Debt $     177,133  $     167,768 

Surplus    $    204,132  $     142,127          (—62,005) 

Redemption    of    Debt 197,000  198,000 

Profit   and   Loss $         7,132  (—$55,873)        (—63,005) 

Charter  Comparison  Charges  $     322,962  $    327,058 

Theoretical  Deficit  (—$315,830)  (—$382,931)      (—$67,101) 


tures   charged   to   ''operating   expense"   in   previous  years,   this   amount 
should  be  added  to  the  $55,873  deficit  to  produce  a  true  comparison. 

Appropriations  from  revenues  to  the  several  reserve  funds  reflect  the 
changed  accounting  practice  which  became  effective  by  ordinance  early 
in  1926  and  was  reflected  only  in  part  in  the  1925-26  operating  state- 
ment.   Analysis  of  the  condition  of  the  three  reserve  funds,  together 
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with  that  of  the  "Old  Depreciation  Reserve,"  indicates  that  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Insurance  Fund  has  probably  been  ''overfed"  in 
past  years.  This  shows  a  balance  of  $124,093  as  of  June  30th  last.  The 
"Old  Depreciation  Reserve"  amounting  to  $554,868  at  the  beginning  of 
the  last  fiscal  year,  and  $249,139  as  of  June  30th  last,  is  being  used  as  a 
surplus  fund,  and  is  not  available  for  depreciation  purposes. 

The  statement  shows  that  after  the  payment  of  operating  expenses, 
the  setting  aside  of  reserves,  and  the  payment  of  bond  interest  and  re- 
demption  charges,  the  actual  loss  for  the  year's  operations  amounted  to 
$55,873. 

The  probable  ultimate  effect  of  this  deficit  will  be  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  reserves  set  up  for  depreciation,  accident  claims  or  workmen's 
compensation. 

The  item  of  $327,058  set  up  as  "charter  comparison  charges"  reprc 
sents  the  amount  of  city,  state  and  federal  taxes  that  the  system  would 
have  to  pay  if  privately  owned  and  operated.  The  Municipal  Railway  is 
not  required  to  make  such  taxation  payments,  but  by  the  provisions  of 
the  charter  the  amount  thereof  must  be  shown  in  annual  financial  state- 
ments for  comparison  purposes. 

These  charges  added  to  the  actual  cash  deficit  produce  a  theoretical 
deficit  of  $382,931.  From  the  standpoint  of  actual  comparison  with  pri- 
vate operation,  this  is  partially  offset  by  the  payment  of  $198,000  for 
redemption  of  debt. 

The  ratio  of  operating  expenses  to  passenger  revenues  is  approxi- 
mately 82.2%.  This  is  a  decrease  from  the  83.5%  operating  ratio  of 
1925-26,  but  as  it  is  affected  by  the  changed  accounting  policy  referred  to 
hereinbefore,  it  represents  a  theoretical  rather  than  an  actual  decrease. 
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San  Francisco's  Street  Railway 
Franchise  Situation 

ONE  of  the  most  important  problems  in  San  Francisco — the  street 
railway  problem — has  its  basis  in  the  expiration  in  1929  of  fran- 
chises covering  many  of  the  lines  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  System. 
Franchises  of  the  California  Street  Cable  Railway  Company  likewise 
expire  in  1929,  although  the  lines  affected  are  not  commonly  considered 
as  of  the  same  relative  importance  as  those  of  the  Market  Street  Railway 
Company. 

After  1929,  if  the  city  has  not  provided  some  form  of  settlement,  the 
companies  will  have  no  legal  right  to  operate  many  important  lines.  The 
companies  will  retain  ownership  of  all  rolling  stock,  track,  poles,  and  other 
property  in  or  on  the  streets,  but  the  franchise  right  to  operate  on  the 
streets  will  have  expired. 

It  is  assumed  that  service  to  the  car-riding  public  cannot  be  discon- 
tinued, even  though  a  settlement  is  not  reached  before  that  time.  The 
present  uncertainty  as  to  the  desirable  or  possible  solution  of  the  problem 
has  accentuated  the  public  interest  therein. 

Discussions  and  questions  at  many  meetings  of  civic  organization 
committees  that  have  been  attended  by  Bureau  representatives  in  the 
past  have  indicated  the  necessity  for  this  resume  of  franchise  expiration 
dates.  The  clouded  and  piece-meal  franchise  situation  has  been  cited  as 
the  reason  for  the  employment  of  Dr.  Delos  F.  Wilcox  in  an  expert 
capacity  to  advise  the  City  Attorney  on  the  franchise  situation  and  to 
propose  a  suggested  course  for  the  city  on  the  expiration  of  the  various 
franchises. 

The  tables  shown  in  the  following  pages  indicate  the  location,  extent, 
and  dates  of  expiration,  by  year,  of  the  many  franchises.  The  tables 
present  both  the  City's  and  the  Company's  point  of  view  as  to  expiration 
dates  of  each  franchise.  Franchises  granted  but  abandoned  or  not  oper- 
ated, are  not  included  in  this  set-up.  The  several  legal  bases  accounting 
for  the  difference  between  the  City's  and  the  Company's  point  of  view 
.as  to  the  precise  date  of  expiration  of  any  franchise  are  discussed  herein. 

The  piece-meal,  fragmentary  nature  of  the  franchise  grants  is  due  in 
part  to  the  fact  that  a  number  of  companies  and  individuals  operated  and 
secured  franchises  during  the  early  years  of  street  railways  in  the  city. 
In  1902,  the  United  Railroads  (later  the  Market  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany) was  organized,  consolidating  all  street  railways  in  San  Francisco, 
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with  the  exception  of  the  CaUfornia  Street  Cable  Company,  the  Presidio 
and  Ferries  Company,  and  the  Geary  Street  Railway  Company.  In  1912, 
the  City  entered  the  street  railway  business,  taking  over  the  Geary  Street 
lines,  and  the  Presidio  and  Ferry  lines,  the  franchises  of  which  had 
expired. 

One  of  the  principal  points  of  difference  between  the  City  and  the 
Market  Street  Railway  Company  as  to  franchise  expiration  dates,  as 
shown  in  the  following  tables,  is  caused  by  the  ambiguous  nature  of  two 
amending  ordinances  adopted  three  years  after  original  grants  made  in 
1879.  The  amending  ordinances  granted  certain  changes  in  routes,  and 
minor  additions  to  the  original  franchises.  A  major  question,  therefore, 
is  whether  the  fifty-year  life  of  the  franchises  under  State  law,  involved 
dates  from  the  original  grant  or  from  the  date  of  the  amending  orders. 
Lines  affected  are  on  Market,  Valencia,  Fulton,  Fifth,  Hayes,  Haight, 
Army,  Precita,  Lincoln  Way,  Frederick,  across  Golden  Gate  Park  at  49th 
Avenue,  and  49th  Avenue. 

There  are  other  points  of  difference  between  the  City  and  the  Com- 
pany  as  to  the  dates  of  expiration  of  many  franchises.  Some  franchises 
were  granted  covering  routes  for  which  other  franchises  had  been  granted 
at  some  earlier  date.  The  City's  compilation  of  franchise  expiration  dates 
is  based  on  minimum  franchise  terms  of  first  or  primary  franchises  held 
by  original  grantees  or  successors  thereto.  The  non-fulfillment  of  original 
franchise  terms,  the  effect  of  later  franchise  grants  to  one  party  subse- 
quent to  the  non-fulfillment  of  earlier  grants  to  other  parties  are  provoca- 
tive of  legal  action.  These  and  similar  questions  may  have  to  be  settled 
by  court  decisions.  No  attempt  is  made  herein  to  pass  judgment  on  the 
legal  phases  of  franchise  expiration  dates. 

The  accompanying  map  has  been  developed  from  information  set 
forth  in  the  various  tables.  It  shows  the  franchise  expirations  for  all 
operating  lines  in  several  groups.  The  first  of  these  includes  1929  fran- 
chise expirations,  on  which  there  is  agreement  between  the  City  and  the 
Company  as  to  date  of  expiration.  Another  group  includes  those  fran- 
chises which  the  City  believes  will  expire  in  1929,  but  for  which  the 
Company  holds  that  a  later  expiration  date  applies.  Another  group  in- 
cludes those  franchises  which  will  expire  between  1930  and  1936,  inclu- 
sive; the  Company  holds  that  a  later  expiration  date  applies  on  only  six 
of  these.  The  last  group  covers  all  franchises  expiring  in  1940  and  later; 
only  one  of  these  is  considered  by  the  Company  as  having  a  later  expira- 
tion date. 

According  to  the  1912  compilation  of  the  official  franchises  by  Bion 
J.  Arnold,  114  single-track  miles  of  Market  Street  Railway  franchises 
and  11.5  single-track  miles  of  CaHfornia  Street  Cable  Railway  franchises 
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expire  in  1929.  These  compilations  represent  the  City's  point  of  view. 
No  franchises  of  the  Cahfornia  Street  Cable  Railway  Company  remain 
unexpired  after  1929.  From  the  City's  point  of  view,  90  single-track 
miles,  or  42%,  of  Market  Street  Railway  lines  expire  during  the  period 
between  1930  and  1947.  If,  however,  the  Company's  point  of  view  is 
held  to  be  correct,  this  mileage  will  be  materially  decreased  by  some  of 
the  principal  lines  now  held  by  the  City  to  expire  during  1929. 
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1929  FRANCHISE  EXPIRATIONS 

AGREEMENT  BETWEEN  THE  CITY  AND  THE  TWO 

COMPANIES. 

The  following  franchises  are  held  by  the  City  as  expiring  in  1929. 
As  far  as  can  be  ascertained,  there  is  no  disagreement  on  the  part  of  the 
companies  with  this  point  of  view. 


Street: 


From: 


To: 


(California  Street  Cable  Railway) 


California 

Davis 

Parker  Avenue 

Jones,  Pine 

and  Hyde 

Market 

Jefferson 

OTarrell 

Market 

Jones 

(Market  Street  Railway  Company) 

Battery 

Market 

California 

Bush 

Battery 

Kearny 

Bosworth 

Mission 

Burnside 

Castro 

Market 

26th  St. 

Clay 

Stockton 

Larkin 

*California 

Market 

Kearny 

California 

Parker 

6th   Ave. 

Courtland 

Ave. 

Mission 

Banks 

Eighth   St. 

Market 

Folsom 

First  St. 

Market 

Folsom 

Frederick 

Masonic 

Ashbury 

Fourth    St. 

Market 

Townsend 

Folsom 

First  St. 

Steuart 

Folsom 

Second   St. 

26th  St. 

Howard 

Steuart 

26th   St. 

Kearny 

Market 

Pacific 

Larkin 

Market 

Hayes 

Larkin 

McAllister 

Post 

Leese-Richland 

Mission 

Moultrie 

Masonic  Ave. 

Page 

Frederick 

Mission 

Embarcadero 

County  Line 

Monterey 

Blvd. 

Circular 

Ave. 

Bosworth 

Genesee 

Ninth    St. 

Market 

Mission 

Ocean-Onondaga 

Mission 

Junipero  Serra  Blvd. 

*Otis 

12th   St. 

14th   St. 

Page 

Fillmore 

Baker 

Polk 

Sutter 

Tonquin 

*San   Bruno 

Oakdale 

Third  St. 

Sansome 

Market 

Chestnut 

Sixth    St. 

Market 

IvLssion 

Second   St. 

Market 

Howard 

Sutter 

Market 

Presidio  Ave. 

Town  send 

St. 

Third    St. 

Fourth  St. 

*12th   St. 

Market 

Mission 

29th  St. 

Noe 

Mission 

Turk 

Market 

Fillmore 

Third   St. 

Market 

Berry 

24th   St. 

Howard 

Potrero 

*Virginia 

Mission 

Coleridge 

*Not  included  in  City's  statement.    Company's  point  of  view. 
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MAP  OF 

SAN   FRANCISCO 

SHOWING    ALL 
STREET     RAILWAY 
FRANCHISE    EXPIRATIONS 
OF    EXISTING    LINES 

LEGEND 

I929-(CITY»C0.A6REEME»1T)  «»^^— 

I92.9-(CITYS   POINT  OrviEWt"""""" 
CO.  NOT    IN  AGREEMENT) 

1930-1936    incL-  •* 

(city  S-Ca  AGREEMENT 
EXCEPT  FOR  47  BLOCKS) 

I940-I94T   IncL-  

(city  V  Ca  AGREEMENT 
EXCEPT  FOR  16  blocks) 

REVOCABLE.  

PRIVATE    RIGHT  OF  WAY -■==«: 
(CITY  &■  CO.  agreement) 
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1929  FRANCHISE  EXPIRATIONS 
CITY'S  POINT  OF  VIEW. 

The  following  franchises  are  considered  by  the  City  as  expiring  in 
1929.  The  Market  Street  Railway  Company  is  not  in  agreement  as  to 
this  expiration  date.  The  expiration  dates  considered  by  the  Company 
as  legal,  for  reasons  touched  upon  elsewhere,  are  shown  in  the  right'hand 
column  under  the  heading  "Expiration  Date,  Company's  Point  of  View." 


Street: 


From: 


To: 


Army 

Folsom 

San  Bruno 

Broadway 

Columbus 

Powell 

Brannan 

1st  St. 

3rd  St. 

Brannan 

6th   St. 

8th   St. 

Clay 

Kearny 

Stockton 

Columbus 

Mason 

Taylor 

Embarcadero 

Market 

Howard 

Embarcadero 

Market 

Jackson 

Eighth   St. 

Bryant 

Brannan 

Fifth  St. 

Market 

Brannan 

Frederick 

Ashbury 

Clayton 

Frederick 

Stanyan 

Arguello 

Folsom 

Steuart 

Second    St. 

Folsom 

26th   St. 

Army  St. 

Fulton 

Masonic   Ave. 

6th   Ave. 

Fulton 

6th  Ave. 

19th  Ave. 

G.   G.  Park 

Lincoln  Way 

i     and  49th  Ave. 

Balboa 

Haight    St. 

Market 

Stanyan 

Hayes  St. 

Market 

Larkin 

Hayes  St. 

Larkin 

Polk 

Hayes  St. 

Polk 

Stanyan 

Howard 

Embarcadero 

Steuart 

Kearny 

Pacific 

Broadway 

Larkin 

Hayes 

McAllister 

Lincoln  Way 

Arguello  Blvd. 

49th  Ave. 

Market  St. 

Ferry 

16th   St. 

Market    St. 

16th   St. 

17th   and   Castro 

McAllister 

Market 

Leavenworth 

McAllister 

Leavenworth 

Larkin 

McAlhster 

Larkin 

Central   Ave. 

Page 

Baker 

Masonic  Ave. 

Parnassus 

Stanyan 

Fifth   Ave. 

Post 

Kearny 

Stockton 

Powell 

Broadway 

Vallejo 

Powell 

Vallejo 

Jefferson 

Private  Rts.  of 

Way 

Central   Ave. 

Fulton 

Precita 

Folsom 

Army 

Sixth    St. 

Mission 

Brannan 

Second    St. 

Howard 

Bryant 

Second   St. 

Bryant 

Brannan 

Stanyan 

Haight 

Waller 

Stanyan 

Waller 

Parnassus 

Taylor 

Market 

Post 

Third   St. 

Berry  St. 

Channel   St. 

Turk 

Fillmore 

Divisadero 

26th   St. 

Mission 

Folsom 

Valencia 

Market 

Mission 

Washington 

Montgomery 

Kearny 

Waller 

Stanyan 

200  Ft.  East 

Expiration  Date 

Company's  Point 

of  View. 

1932 
1940 
1940 
1941 
1931 
1931 
1941 
1940 
1936 
1932 
1940 
1933 
1930 
1930 
1932 
1940 

1933 
1932 
1932 
1936 
1932 
1941 
1940 
1936 
1933 
1932 
1942 
1932 
1936 
1932 
1940 
1936 
1936 
1940 
1931 

1932 
1932 
1941 
1936 
1940 
1936 
1940 
1936 
1941 
1942 
1930 
1932 
1931 
1940 
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FRANCHISE  EXPIRATIONS 
DURING  1930,  1931,  1932  AND  1933. 

CITY  AND  COMPANY  AGREEMENT. 


From: 
1930  EXPIRATIONS 


To: 


Street: 


*Alameda 
fBryant    St. 

Bryant  St. 

Eighth  St. 
fEighth    St. 

Folsom 

Folsom 

Pacific   Ave. 

Ninth   St. 

26th  St. 
tYork  St 


Qay 
*aay 

Jackson 

Larkin 

Mason 

Powell 
*Presidio  Ave. 

Sacramento 
*  Sacramento 

Sacramento 
fSacramento 
*Steiner 

Taylor 

Washington 


19th  Ave. 
ISloat    Blvd. 
Taraval 
35th   Ave. 
33rd   Ave. 
Vicente 


*Polk 
Post 
§20th  Ave. 
§Wawona 
§19th  Ave. 

*Not  included  in  City's  statement.    Company's  point  of  view. 

fCompany  point  of  view,   1940. 

^Company  point  of  view,  private  right  of  way. 

§Franchise  granted  to  Parkside  Transit  Company  under  existing  charter  pro- 
visions, which  provide  that  all  property  reverts  to  the  City  on  the  expiration  of 
the  franchise.    Leased  and  operated  by  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company. 


Bryant 

York 

Second   St.                , 

Eighth   St. 

Eighth    St. 

26th   St. 

Folsom 

Harrison 

Harrison 

Bryant 

Steuart 

First   St. 

Army 

Precita 

Polk 

200  ft.  W.  of  Divisadero 

Mission 

Brannan 

Bryant  St. 

Folsom 

Bryant  St. 

Division 

1931  EXPIRATIONS 

Embarcadero 

Battery 

Battery 

Kearny 

Powell 

Presidio  Ave. 

Sacramento 

Qay 

Qay 

Columbus  Ave. 

Geary  or  Market 

Jackson 

Jackson 

California 

Embarcadero 

Battery 

Battery 

Powell 

Powell 

Divisadero 

Divisadero 

Walnut 

Washington 

Jackson 

Columbus 

Bay 

Powell 

Steiner 

§1932  EXPIRATIONS 

Sloat  Blvd. 

Wawona 

Ocean    Ave. 

Great  Highway 

20th  Ave. 

33rd    Ave. 

Vicente 

Sloat  Blvd. 

Taraval 

Vicente 

33rd  Ave. 

35th  Ave. 

1933  EXPIRATIONS 

Post 

Sutter 

Larkin 

Polk 

Lincoln   Way 

Wawona 

20th  Ave. 

19th  Ave. 

Wawona 

Sloat  Blvd. 

{161} 


THE  CITY,  OCTOBER  26.  1927 


FRANCHISE  EXPIRATIONS  DURING  1936,  1940  AND  1941 
CITY  AND  COMPANY  AGREEMENT. 


Street: 


From: 
1936  EXPIRATIONS 


To: 


*Arguello  Blvd. 

Frederick 

Lincoln  Way 

fBrannan 

3rd  St. 

6th    St. 

Ellis 

Market 

Divisadero 

JGough 

Market 

McAlhster 

Judah 

5th  Ave. 

9th  Ave. 

Leavenworth 

Post 

McAllister 

9th  Ave. 

Judah 

.?acheco 

Oak 

Fillmore 

Stanyan 

Polk 

Market 

Hayes 

Post 

Montgomery 

Kearny 

Post 

Stockton 

Leavenworth 

San   Bruno 

Army 

Oakdale 

Stanyan 

Oak 

Haight 

10th  St. 

Market 

Bryant 

24th  St. 

Potrero 

San  Bruno 

§24th    St. 

San  Bruno 
1940  EXPIRATIONS 

Rhode  Island 

Arguello   Blvd. 

Sacramento 

Lake 

Broadway 

Embarcadero 

Columbus 

§Broadway 

Powell 

Mason 

Bryant 

Sterling 

Second 

Carl 

Cole 

Stanyan 

Clayton 

Frederick 

Waller 

liDivisadero 

Jackson 

Sacramento 

Eddy 

Market 

Divisadero 

ISth'Ashbury   Sts. 

Guerrero,  18th,  Casselli, 
Clayton,   Ashbury 

Frederick 

Embarcadero 

Jackson 

Broadway 

SFulton 

fHyde 

19th   Ave. 

La    Playa 

Elhs 

OTarrell 

Harrison,    Guerrero 

Steuart,  14th,  Guerrero, 

County  Line 

and    San   Jose   Ave. 

San  Jose,  30th,  Chenery, 
Diamond,  San  Jose  Ave. 

Lake 

Arguella 

Sixth  Ave. 

§Mason 

Market 

Eddy 
Divisadero 

IIO'Farrell 

Hyde 

Page 

Masonic 

Stanyan 
Arguello   Blvd, 

Sacramento 

Walnut 

§6th  Ave. 

Lake 

Fulton 

Steuart 

Howard 

Harrison 

Sterling 

Harrison 

Bryant 
Stanyan 

Waller 

Clayton 

1941  EXPIRATIONS 

Kansas- 17th   and    18th 

16th  St. 

1 7th  St. 

Sts. 

(Thence  over   17th  to 
Connecticut,  to   18th, 
to  Third   St.) 

§Third   St. 

Berry 

Railroad  Ave. 

§RaiIroad    Ave. 

Kentucky 

San  Bruno 

§San  Bruno  Ave. 

3rd   St. 

County  Line 

*Company's  point  of  view 

,   1933.               ^Company' 

s  point  of  view. 

fCompany's  point  of  view 

,   1940.                 II  Company' 

s  point  of  view. 

§Not  included  in  City's  statement.    Company's  point  of  view. 
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FRANCHISE  EXPIRATIONS  DURING  1942,  1944,  AND  1947 
Street:  From:  To: 

1942  EXPIRATIONS 
CITY  AND  COMPANY  AGREEMENT. 


16th   St. 

Kansas 

Church 

Church 

16th    St. 

Duboce 

Duboce 

Church 

Fillmore 

Fillmore 

Duboce 

Bay  of   San   Francisco 

Chattanooga 

22nd  St. 

24th   St. 

Dolores 

22nd  St. 

24th   St. 

Divisadero 

Sacramento 

Page 

22nd   St. 

Howard 

Chattanooga 

24th  St. 

Dolores 

Hoffman 

1944  EXPIRATIONS 


Company's  point   of  view.    These   franchises   not   fully   covered   in 
Arnold  report  or  the  recent  report  of  the  City  Attorney. 


Arguello   Blvd. 

Euclid  Ave. 

Clement 

Cahfornia 

Presidio 

Maple 

Clement 

First  Ave. 

33rd  Ave. 

Eighth  Ave. 

Clement 

Fulton 

Euclid    Ave. 

Parker 

First  Ave. 

48th    Ave. 

Geary 

Point  Lobes 

Geary 

33rd  Ave. 

48th   Ave. 

Parker 

California 

Euclid 

Presidio   Ave. 

Sutter 

California 

33rd   Ave. 

Clement 

Geary 

1947  EXPIRATIONS 

Company's  point   of  view.    These   franchises   not   fully   covered   in 
Arnold  report  or  the  recent  report  of  the  City  Attorney. 


Carl 

Clayton 

Cole 

Qayton 

Carl 

Frederick 

Masonic 

Oak 

Page 

PRIVATE  RIGHTS  OF  WAY 

Pt.   Lobos  Ave. 

48th    Ave. 

Sutro  Baths 

Visitacion  Valley 

Line 

(Geneva   Ave.-Wal- 

bridge    St.) 

San  Bruno  Ave. 
REVOCABLE 

Mission 

Army   St. 

Potrero 

.3rd   St. 

Bryant 

26th   St. 

Army 

Excelsior  District 

Bus   Line 

Excelsior 

Geneva 

First  St. 

Brannan 

Mail   Dock 

Stanyan 

Fulton 

Hayes 
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POSSIBLE  LEGAL  QUESTIONS  INVOLVED 

Reference  has  been  made  in  the  text  and  tables  to  agreement  between 
the  City  and  the  two  private  companies  on  expiration  dates  of  certain 
franchises.  The  hnes  covered  by  these  considered  alone  constitute  a 
problem  to  be  settled  within  the  next  two  years.  Reference  has  also  been 
made  to  conflicting  points  of  view  between  the  City  and  the  Market 
Street  Railway  Company  relative  to  the  legal  date  of  expiration  of  certain 
franchises. 

The  legal  points  involved  are  varied  and  will  probably  require  separate 
legal  consideration  in  a  number  of  individual  cases.  Many  essential 
records  were  destroyed  in  the  fire  of  1906.  The  present  owner  of  the 
property  concerned  is  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company,  the  successor 
of  the  United  Railways,  which  was  organized  in  1902  as  a  consolidation 
of  a  number  of  separate  and  individual  operating  companies. 

Among  the  legal  points  that  may  become  of  issue  are  the  following: 

Legal  effect  of  a  franchise  granted  for  a  fifty-year  period  on  which  construction 
was  not  started  within  the  prescribed  time  limit,  one  year  after  date  of  ordinance. 

Legal  effect  of  a  fiftyyear  franchise  where  construction  was  not  completed 
within  the  time  limit  prescribed  by  State  law,  three  years  from  date  of  local  fran- 
chise  ordinance. 

Legal  effect  of  a  franchise  granted  tot  one  party,  not  nuUified  by  failure  to  start 
or  complete  construction  within  specified  legal  time  Hmits,  in  relation  to  another 
franchise  to  the  same  or  another  party  covering  the  same  route. 

Legal  effect  of  a  franchise  complied  or  not  complied  with  as  to  time  limits  for 
starting  and  completion,  the  route  of  which  was  subsequently  included  in  another 
franchise,  together  with  specified  additional  routing. 

Legal  effect  of  the  automatic  invalidation  of  franchises  by  failure  to  comply 
with  minimum  time  or  length  performance  requirements,  but  where  abandonment 
or  nullification  of  the  franchise  was  not  officially  established  by  legislative  action 
or  repeal  of  the  original  grant. 

It  should  be  obvious,  considering  only  the  situation  resulting  from 
the  1929  expiration  of  franchises  on  which  there  is  no  disagreement, 
that  these  expirations  present  a  real  problem.  If  it  be  assumed  that  service 
to  the  public  requires  the  maintenance  of  street  railway  transportation 
regardless  of  franchise  expirations,  and  further,  that  the  continued  mainte- 
nance of  a  five-cent  fare  is  an  essential  matter  of  public  policy,  then  the 
situation  confronting  the  City  in  1929  is  one  that  will  require  effective 
non'political  consideration  of  officials  and  all  interests  in  the  City. 
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JS[ovemher  8th  Ballot  Proposals 

THE  forthcoming  municipal  election  on  November  8  is  unique  in  that, 
in  addition  to  balloting  on  candidates  for  various  offices,  the  voters 
will  be  confronted  with  three  bond  issue  propositions,  three  resolutions 
on  policy,  and  an  ordinance  referred  by  the  Mayor.  These  are,  in  the 
order  of  their  position  on  the  ballot: 

1.  Boulevard  Bond  Issue,  $9,380,000. 

2.  Municipal  Railway  Extension  Bonds,  $4,600,000. 

3.  Transmission  Line  Bonds,  $2,000,000. 

4.  Public  Ownership  of  Transbay  Bridge. 

5.  For  Immediate  Construction  of  Bridge  by  Private  Capital. 

6.  To  Transfer  Civic  Center  Land  to  United  States  Government. 

7.  Limited  Study  of  Street  Railway  Situation. 

The  several  propositions  have  been  analyzed  by  the  Bureau  of  Gov 
ernmental  Research.  Each  is  briefly  discussed  in  the  following  pages  with 
the  Bureau's  recommendation  of  approval  or  disapproval  on  the  basis  of 
its  analysis. 

PROPOSITION  No.  1 
BOULEVARD  BOND  ISSUE— ^9,380,000— APPROVED. 

The  proposed  Boulevard  bond  issue  of  $9,380,000  includes  the  fol- 
lowing eight  projects: 

Project  Width    Length       Estimated 

(Feet)     (Miles)  Cost 

1.  Bay  Shore  Highway,  from  Army  and  San  Bruno  to 

county   line    125  3.01        $2,265,000 

2.  Alemany   Boulevard,   from   Cortland   and    San    Bruno, 

via  Ocean  Shore  right  of  way,  to  county  line 100  4.80  2,365,000 

3.  Widening     Junipero     Serra     Boulevard,     from     Sloat 

Boulevard  to  county  Hne 125  1.80  850,000 

4.  19th  Avenue  Extension,  from  Sloat  to  Junipero  Serra 

Boulevards  128  1.25  500,000 

5.  Sunset    Boulevard,    from    Lincoln    to    Sloat,    between 

20th  and    37th  Avenues    (property  only) 240  2.10  1,900,000 

6.  Esplanade  Extension,  from  Fulton  to  Lincoln 188  .45  475,000 

7.  Great  Highway  improvement,  from  Lincoln  to  Sloat.. 120  2.05  525,000 

8.  Van  Ness  Avenue  Extension,  from  Mission  to   How- 

ard   (property    only) 125  .16  500,000 

15.62       $9,380,000 

The  location  of  each  of  the  projects  is  shown  on  the  accompanying 
map,  reproduced  here  through  the  courtesy  of  the  California  State  Auto- 
mobile Association. 

For  years  there  has  been  practical  unanimity  on  the  necessity  of  most 
of  these  projects.  Delays  have  been  caused  by  difficulties  of  financing  the 
necessary  work  out  of  budget  appropriations  or  out  of  the  "County  Road 

[166] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 


Fund" — the  County's  apportionment  of  gasoline  taxes  collected  by  the 
State.  This  fund  now  amounts  to  $1,100,000  per  annum  and  for  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  is  being  used  in  part  for  street  reconstruction  projects 
within  the  city. 

The  time — estimated  as  eight  years  into  the  future — required  for  the 
completion  of  the  above  highways,  even  could  the  total  annual  amount 
of  the  County  Road  Fund  be  pledged  and  restricted  to  these  major  proj- 
ects, has  dictated  the  necessity  of  bond  issue  financing. 

Two  or  possibly  three  of  the  projects  will  produce  special  benefits  and 
increased  values  for  property  fronting  on  such  projects.  These  should 
logically  be  financed  in  part  by  special  assessments  levied  on  the  benefited 
property.  However,  San  Francisco's  past  experience  with  special  assess- 
ment proposals  indicates  that  attempts  to  enforce  such  procedure  might 
be  unsuccessful  and  would  probably  result  in  considerable  delay. 

The  proposition  before  the  people  embraces  the  eight  projects  as  a 
whole,  in  an  important  major  highway  program.  In  view  of  the  neces- 
sity for  the  projects,  the  Bureau  believes  that  this  bond  issue  should  be 
APPROVED. 
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PROPOSITION  No.  2 

MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY  EXTENSION  BONDS— ^600,000— 

NO  RECOMMENDATION. 

The  proposed   extensions   and   additions  included   in   the   Municipal 
Railway  Bond  issue  of  $4,600,000  are  as  follows: 

Land, 


Project  Miles 


Ave 2.54 

3.  Turk    St.,    Market    to    Ma- 

sonic  Ave 2.10 

4.  Sunset  Crosstown,  Judah  to 

Taraval    1.30 

5.  Taraval  Loop  Extension 63 

6.  Excelsior   Line,    30th    St.    to 

Geneva  Ave 2.78 

7.  Eureka  Valley  Line,  Market 

and    Castro    to    Diamond 
and    29th    1.60 

8.  Potrero   Hill  Bus,    17th  and 

Potrero  to  23rd  and  Wis- 
consin     1.10 

9.  Sunset  Car  Barn 

10.  Potrero   Car   Shop   6?   Yard 

11.  Potrero    Bus    Garage 

12.1?   Additional   Cars 

13.  Auto  Busses  

14.  Engineering,   Contingen- 

cies,   etc 


Track 

85,000 

Equipment 

$  58,000 

Buildings 
and  Special 

Total 

$  143,000 

3  55,000 

115,000 

$  100,000 

570,000 

309,000 

77,000 

25,000 

411,000 

180,000 

77,000 

257,000 

65,000 

65,000 

350,000 

192,000 

75,000 

617,000 

600,000 

230,000 

255,000 

1,085,000 

28,500 

28,500 

400,000 

270,000 

80,000 

400,000 

270,000 

80,000 

288,000 
66,500 

288,000 

66,500 

319,000 

12.91   $1,944,000  $1,132,000  $1,205,000  $4,600,000 

The  present  proposal  is  similar  to  that  which  failed  of  the  necessary 
two-thirds  vote  at  the  June  14th  election.  Funds  are  added  for  a  proposed 
Turk  Street  line  and  funds  are  eliminated  for  the  Sunset  line,  this  being 
financed  out  of  Municipal  Railway  balances. 

For  the  information  of  the  public,  the  Bureau  is  setting  forth  in  the 
following  the  facts  that  have  been  developed  relative  to  certain  of  the 
extensions  that  have  been  questioned  by  various  groups. 

TURK  STREET  LINE  ($411,000):  The  Turk  Street  Hne  is  proposed 
as  a  direct  connection  for  the  proposed  Balboa  Street  line  (No.  2  above) 
with  existing  Municipal  Railway  trackage  on  Market  Street.  It  is  stated 
that  the  Market  Street  Railway  franchise  on  Turk  Street  expires  in  1929. 
The  franchise  for  the  section  between  Market  and  Fillmore  Streets  ex- 
pires in  1929,  but  the  franchise  from  Fillmore  to  Divisadero  is  considered 
by  the  Company  as  expiring  in  1942.  The  existing  Market  Street  Rail- 
way line  is  single-track.  An  additional  double-track  line  in  the  same  street 
would  probably  be  impracticable. 

This  proposed  Municipal  line,  therefore,  would  seem  to  be  dependent 
on  the  settlement  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  franchise  situation,  the 
terms  and  the  possibilities  of  which  cannot  be  foreseen  at  this  time.   Tbf* 
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provision  of  $411,000  for  the  contemplated  line  may  therefore  be  years 
in  advance  of  the  possibility  of  using  this  sum  for  its  intended  purpose. 

SUNSET  CROSSTOWN  LINE  ($257,000):  The  Sunset  Crosstown 
line  has  been  designated  as  a  future  rather  than  an  immediate  necessity 
In  accordance  with  present  plans  of  the  City  Engineer  it  would  not  be 
built  until  the  development  of  the  district  necessitates  such  service.  The 
district  is  not  as  yet  opened,  and  it  may  be  years  before  the  street  over 
which  the  line  is  to  be  built  (formerly  specified  as  33rd  Avenue)  is 
graded  and  paved.  For  this  line,  also,  the  providing  of  funds  at  this  time 
may  be  long  in  advance  of  the  need  of  such  funds.  The  City  Engineer 
originally  proposed  a  future  bus  line  for  this  route,  but  funds  for  a  railway 
line  were  added  to  the  bond  issue  when  under  consideration  by  the 
Supervisors  last  spring. 

EXCELSIOR  LINE  ($617,000) :  The  route  of  the  proposed  Excelsior 
line  is  from  the  present  terminus  of  the  Church  Street  line,  through  the 
Bernal  Cut,  thence  over  a  private  right-of'way  from  San  Jose  Avenue 
east,  crossing  Mission  Street  at  Excelsior  Avenue,  thence  over  Excelsior 
Avenue  to  Naples  Street  and  south  on  Naples  Street  to  Geneva  Avenue. 

[169] 


THE  CITY.  OCTOBER  27,  1927 


The  route  is  circuitous  and  would  serve  a  district  now  served  by  a  Market 
Street  Railway  bus  line,  which  transfers  to  three  Mission  Street  car  lines. 
The  proposed  extension  would  parallel,  for  almost  ten  blocks,  the  Sunny 
side  line  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company  on  Chenery  Street,  one 
block  distant,  and  would  cross  the  San  Jose  Avenue  line  and  three  Mis' 
sion  Street  lines. 

The  proposed  line  through  the  Bernal  Cut  would  be  on  a  2%  grade, 
on  a  level  60  feet  lower  than  that  of  Mission  Street.  It  is  urged  that  the 
4200'foot  cut  will  facilitate  speed  of  operation  and  make  a  saving  in 
transit  time.  The  line  is  stressed  by  the  City  Engineer  as  a  basic  arterial 
of  the  city,  not  only  for  Municipal  cars  but  also  in  the  future  for  certain 
of  the  Market  Street  Railway  lines  now  routed  over  Mission  Street 
(franchise  expirations,  1929).  The  latter,  however,  is  dependent  on  uni' 
iication  of  the  two  systems  by  purchase,  or  upon  a  semi'unified  operation 
of  the  two  systems  under  an  operating  agreement,  either  of  which  develop' 
ments  may  take  years  to  work  out. 

EUREKA  VALLEY  LINE  ($1,085,000):  The  proposed  Eureka  Val- 
ley line  would  extend  from  Municipal  Railway  tracks  at  Market,  17th  and 
Castro  Streets,  to  Diamond  and  29th  Streets,  via  Market,  Eureka,  private 
right'of'way.  Eureka,  22nd  Street,  Douglass,  private  right'of'way  and 
Diamond  Streets.  Of  the  estimated  cost,  $255,000  would  be  required  for 
rights-of-way,  retaining  walls,  and  changing  existing  grades.  The  pro- 
posed extension  would  represent  a  cost  per  mile  far  above  the  average 
Municipal  Railway  cost. 

The  route  would  be  from  one  to  two  blocks  west  of  the  Castro  Street 
cable  line  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company,  and  through  an  area 
traversed  by  the  18th  Street  and  24th  Street  lines  of  the  Company.  The 
Castro  Street  cable  line  has  an  operating  expense  of  $2.07  per  car  hour, 
and  a  revenue  of  only  $1.90  per  car  hour.  The  operating  cost  of  existing 
Municipal  lines  averaged  $2.95  per  car  hour  in  1926-27  (exclusive  of 
depreciation  and  capital  charges) .  Because  of  the  high  capital  cost  of  the 
proposed  line,  car-hour  operating  costs  would  be  materially  higher. 

The  City  Engineer  has  stated  that  the  new  Hne,  if  constructed,  will 
compete  with  the  existing  Castro  Street  line  and  ''will  cause  a  positive 
loss  of  great  magnitude  to  Municipal  car  system.  Service  here  may  well 
be  given  with  a  couple  of  busses.''  The  proposed  line  was  not  included 
in  the  City  Engineer's  original  proposal,  but  was  added  to  the  railway 
extension  program  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


The  income  and  expenditure  statement  of  the  Municipal  Railway 
system  for  the  last  fiscal  year  shows  an  operating  deficit  of  nearly  $120,- 
000  after  the  payment  of  bond  interest  and  redemption  charges.  Operat- 
ing revenues  show  only  a  very  slight  increase  over  those  of  the  preceding 
year,   due   probably   to  the   ever-increasing   use  of  automobiles.    If  the 
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Municipal  system  is  to  maintain  itself  on  a  five-cent  fare,  it  is  necessary 
that  capital  expenditures,  which  will  force  additional  bond  interest  and 
redemption  charges  on  the  revenues  of  the  system,  be  restricted  to  neces- 
sities. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  the  developmental  effect,  as  well  as  the 
financial  effect,  of  any  proposed  Municipal  Railway  extension  merits  its 
serious  consideration.  The  Bureau  believes  that  questions  included  in  an 
extension  program  such  as  are  included  in  the  proposed  $4,600,000  bond 
issue  should  be  studied  and  passed  on  as  a  part  of  the  City's  street  railway 
problem  as  a  whole  by  a  properly  constituted  public  utilities  commission, 
the  principle  of  which  has  been  approved  by  the  Supervisors  in  voting 
to  submit  to  the  people  at  the  November,  1928,  election  a  "Public  Utih- 
ties  Commission"  Charter  Amendment. 

The  Bureau  suggests  that  in  the  meantime  a  properly  appointed  board 
of  impartial  experts  should  be  employed  and  empowered  to  study  the 
transportation  problem,  gather  data  and  material  for  the  city's  use  in 
solving  the  entire  street  railway  problem,  including  the  question  of  ex- 
tensions. 

On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing,  the  Bureau  makes  no  recommendation 
on  the  $4,600,000  Municipal  Railway  bond  issue  as  presented. 

PROPOSITION  No.  3 
TRANSMISSION  LINE  BONDS— ^2,000,000— DISAPPROVED. 

The  proposed  Transmission  Line  bond  issue  of  $2,000,000  includes  the 
following  items: 

1.  A  double  circuit,  steel  tower  transmission  line,  with  necessary 

rights  of  way,  to  extend  the  City's  transmission  line  from 
Newark,  Alameda  County,  to  Visitacion  Valley,  or  to  the 
vicinity  of  Lake   Merced $1,035,000 

2.  Terminal    step-down    station 800,000 

3.  Engineering    and    contingencies 164,500 

Total $2,000,000 

The  proposed  construction  would  not  make  possible  the  distribution 
of  any  electrical  energy,  pending  the  expenditure  of  additional  millions 
of  dollars  for  a  power  distribution  system  which,  in  turn,  requires  a  two- 
thirds  favorable  vote  of  the  people.  Bond  interest  and  redemption  charges 
on  the  $2,000,000  would  require  an  average  tax  burden  of  nearly  $125,000 
per  year. 

The  proposition  represents  a  change  in  the  water  and  power  financial 
pohcy  established  by  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  August  8, 
1924.  This  recommended  a  $10,000,000  bond  issue  for  water  construc- 
tion, approved  a  future  bond  issue  for  water  purposes,  and  declared 
*^That  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  as  soon  as  the  Railroad  Commission  of 
California  shall  have  completed  its  valuation  of  the  properties  of  the 
Pacific  Gas  ^  Electric  Company,  will  submit  to  the  people  of  the  City 
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a7id  County  a  -proposition  or  propositions  to  incur  a  bonded  indebtedness 
for  the  acquisition  of  one  or  both  of  said  distribution  systems,  or  the 
construction  of  a  municipal  power  distribution  system  by  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco." 

The  policy  quoted  above  contemplated  or  implied  the  completion  of 
pending  valuation  proceedings  and  the  submission  to  the  people  of  a 
power  bond  issue,  as  a  basis  for  public  understanding  of  the  total  cost 
that  would  be  involved. 

The  works  to  be  built  out  of  the  proposed  $2,000,000  bond  issue, 
standing  alone,  would  be  useless.  Plans  for  further  works  and  expendi' 
tures  necessary  to  launch  the  City  into  the  business  of  power  distribution 
are  incomplete.  The  City  Engineer  estimated  $10,650,000  as  the  cost  of 
a  transmission  line,  step-down  station  and  distribution  system  with  stand- 
by service  adequate  for  supplying  Municipal  Railway  power  and  lighting 
public  buildings  and  streets.  He  pointed  out  that  under  operating  con- 
ditions that  would  apply  to  such  a  system.  Municipal  Railway  power 
costs  would  be  almost  doubled  and  that  this  would  add  at  least  $291,000 
per  year  to  Municipal  Railway  operating  costs. 

Fifteen  million  dollars  has  been  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer  as 
the  cost  of  a  "skeleton"  system  for  the  same  purposes,  and  capable  of 
future  expansion  into  a  city- wide  power  distribution  system. 

The  Bureau,  since  the  power  question  first  came  to  the  fore  in  1923, 
has  consistently  opposed  the  construction  of  a  Newark-San  Francisco 
transmission  line,  partial  bond  issues,  special  appropriations  for  power 
purposes  and  the  like,  on  the  ground  that  expenditures  for  power  distri- 
bution purposes  required  authorization  by  vote  of  the  people,  and  should 
be  based  on  complete  information  as  to  the  total  expenditure  involved 
and  the  estimated  economy  of  municipal  power  distribution  plans. 

Valuation  proceedings  by  the  Railroad  Commission  were  started  early 
in  1924  and  are  stated  as  being  within  a  few  months  of  completion.  The 
Railroad  Commission  award  will  furnish  a  basis  for  consideration  of  the 
cost  involved  and  the  possibilities  of  economy  of  municipal  power  dis- 
tribution. 

The  construction  contemplated  by  the  $2,000,000  bond  issue  would 
duplicate  existing  privately  owned  facilities  which  are  adequate  for  pres- 
ent needs  and  are  stated  as  capable  of  expansion.  The  proposed  construc- 
tion is  considered  in  some  quarters  as  having  the  possibility  of  jeopardizing 
the  present  contract  between  the  City  and  the  Pacific  Gas  &'  Electric 
Company  for  distribution  of  Moccasin  Creek  power,  which  contract  is 
revocable  on  one  day's  notice  by  either  party,  and  under  which  the  City 
has  received  $4,870,000  during  the  twenty-seven  months  that  it  has  been 
in  effect.  This  revenue  has  contributed  $3,000,000  to  the  relief  of  the 
tax  burden. 
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On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the 
$2,000,000  Transmission  Line  bond  issue  be  DISAPPROVED. 

PROPOSITION  No.  4 
PUBLIC  OWNERSHIP  OF  TRANSBAY  BRIDGE— DISAPPROVED 

AS  PROPOSED. 

This  proposition  provides  as  follows:  "That  any  trans  bay  bridge  from 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  the  County  of  Alameda  shall 
be  financedy  constructed^  maintained  and  oferated  under  public  owner- 
ship, and  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  \of  San 
Francisco  shall  take  such  steps  as  m^y  he  necessary  for  such  construction, 
operation  and  ownership  of  said  bridge." 

This  policy  is  urged  by  its  sponsors  on  the  basis  that  Congressional 
permit  for  a  bridge  can  be  more  easily  secured  under  a  policy  of  public 
financing;  that  bridge  costs  under  a  franchise  to  private  interests  must 
include  millions  for  '"promotion  and  financing";  and  that  ""limited  lia- 
bility" bonds  can  be  issued  as  a  lien  on  the  project  itself  and  not  as 
general  obligations  of  the  City. 

The  issuance  of  limited  liability  bonds — bonds  that  would  be  secured 
by  mortgage  on  the  project  and  the  interest  and  redemption  of  which 
would  be  paid  out  of  revenues  of  the  project — will  require  a  Charter 
amendment,  which  cannot  be  voted  on  prior  to  the  November,  1928,  elec- 
tion. This  method  of  financing  is  sound,  and  a  properly-drawn  Charter 
amendment  to  authorize  this  procedure  should  have  general  support. 

During  the  bridge  hearings  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  such  testi- 
mony as  was  given  on  promotion  costs  indicated  that  the  cost  of  bridge 
promotion  and  financing  would  range  from  12%  to  30%  of  the  cost  of 
the  project.  This  has  been  cited  as  the  principal  objection  to  a  privately- 
financed  toll-bridge  project. 

However,  to  vote  against  private  financing  of  a  project  of  such  magni- 
tude may  possibly  close  the  door  for  years  to  the  only  means  whereby  a 
bridge  can  be  secured.  Public  financing  through  a  "bridge  district"  may 
be  impossible,  if  Alameda  County  refuses  to  co-operate  with  San  Francisco 
County  in  securing  such  a  project.  Public  financing  may  likewise  be  im- 
possible, with  or  without  concerted  action  with  Alameda  County,  by 
reason  of  the  effect  on  the  City's  bonded  debt  limitations  of  a  project  the 
average  cost  of  which  is  estimated  as  $68,000,000,  and  the  effect  of  such 
financing  on  other  major  projects  that  must  be  financed  by  bond  issues. 

Efforts  to  secure  permit  from  Congress  to  construct  a  bridge  may  be 
hampered  rather  than  facilitated  by  the  interjection  of  methods  of  financ- 
ing or  any  other  extraneous  matters. 

On  the  basis  that  adoption  of  the  resolution  may  result  in  serious 
delay  in  securing  an  East  Bay  Bridge,  the  Bureau  believes  that  this  propo- 
sition, as  proposed,  should  be  DISAPPROVED. 
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PROPOSITION  No.  5 

FOR  IMMEDIATE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  BRIDGE  BY  PRIVATE 

CAPITAL— DISAPPROVED  AS  PROPOSED. 

This  proposed  resolution  was  placed  on  the  ballot  on  the  petition  oi 
six  Supervisors  as  an  alternative  to  the  ''public  financing"  bridge  resolu- 
tion previously  discussed.  It  provides  as  follows:  ^^That  It  should  be  the 
folicy  of  our  Board  of  Supervisors  that  we  favor  a  fublicly  oitned  bridge 
from  San  Francisco  to  Alameda  County^  but  wCy  however^  declare  for 
immediate  construction  of  said  bridge  by  private  capital  with  provision 
made  that  the  people  m,ay  hereafter  elect,  as  establisheid  by  lazv,  to  take 
over  said  bridge  and  place  it  under  public  ownership  and  control.^^ 

The  Bay  Bridge  proceedings  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  more 
than  a  year  have  been  based  on  applications  for  a  franchise  to  construct 
and  operate  a  bridge  by  means  of  private  capital.  Under  State  lavi^,  such 
a  franchise  is  limited  to  fifty  years,  at  the  end  of  which  time  the  bridge 
would  revert  to  public  ownership.  The  law  also  provides  for  public 
acquisition  of  the  bridge  during  the  life  of  the  franchise. 

The  Bureau's  analysis  of  the  Bay  Bridge  problem,  report  on  which  was 
published  March  28,  1927,  indicates  the  magnitude  of  and  the  complex 
questions  involved  in  this  matter.  It  is  commonly  believed,  because  of  the 
very  great  cost  and  the  many  major  factors  to  be  considered,  that  the 
securing  of  a  bridge  with  the  least  delay  depends  in  large  part  on  the 
initiative  of  various  groups  of  private  capital  interested  in  such  a  project 
as  a  business  proposition. 

On  the  other  hand,  doubts  have  been  expressed,  in  view  of  the  high 
cost  of  a  centrallylocated  bridge,  as  to  whether  an  adequate  return  on 
the  investment  can  be  secured  out  of  revenues  derived  from  tolls.  Ex' 
pressed  otherwise,  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  whether  such  a 
project  can  be  carried  out  without  public  financing  or  operating  subsidies 
from  public  funds. 

The  situation  does  not  seem  to  require  the  fixing  of  policy  as  to  public 
or  private  financing  at  this  time.  A  favorable  vote  at  the  November  8th 
election  on  either  method  may  tie  the  City's  hands  and  require  a  future 
repeal  by  the  people,  and  may  otherwise  hamper  San  Francisco's  efforts 
to  secure  a  transbay  bridge  with  reasonable  speed.  The  Bureau  recom- 
mends  that  this  resolution,  as  proposed,  be  DISAPPROVED. 

PROPOSITION  No.  6 
CIVIC  CENTER  LAND  TO  UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT- 
APPROVED 

This  proposition  on  the  November  ballot  is  designed  to  secure  an 
expression  from  the  people  as  to  their  willingness  to  donate  certain  Civic 
Center  land  to  the  Federal  Government  as  a  site  for  a  proposed  Federal 
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Building.  Legal  donation  of  City  property  for  such  purpose  would  have 
to  be  expressed  by  a  favorable  vote  on  a  Charter  amendment  in  1928. 
The  Federal  Government  has  not  as  yet  decided  on  a  site  and  may  not 
desire  a  Civic  Center  location.  Public  expression  is  desired,  however,  so 
that,  if  favorable,  the  Federal  Government  can  consider  a  Civic  Center 
site  on  the  assumption  that  Charter  authority  will  be  voted  later.  The 
Bureau  recommends  that  this  policy  resolution  be  APPROVED. 

PROPOSITION  No.  7 
LIMITED  STUDY  OF  STREET  RAILWAY  SITUATION- 
DISAPPROVED,  AS  PROPOSED. 

This  proposed  ordinance  was  placed  on  the  ballot  by  the  Mayor.  It 
was  proposed  following  veto  by  the  Mayor  (which  veto  was  not  sus- 
tained by  the  Supervisors)  of  a  resolution  authori2;ing  the  employment 
of  Dr.  Delos  F.  Wilcox  by  the  Supervisors  for  a  study  of  and  report  on 
the  franchise  situation  and  related  matters. 

The  ordinance  provides  that  the  Board  of  Public  Works  shall  appoint 
three  assistants  to  the  City  Engineer  from  a  list  of  six  men  nominated  by 
a  board  composed  of  the  presidents  of  the  four  nearby  universities.  Of 
the  appointees,  one  must  have  experience  in  street  railway  construction 
or  operation,  one  must  be  a  civil  engineer  with  traction  experience,  and 
one  must  be  a  citi2;en  of  San  Francisco  with  or  without  technical  training. 
None  shall  be  opposed  to  street  railway  ownership  or  operation  by  the 
City,  nor  be  employed  by,  affiliated  with,  or  hold  stock  or  bonds  of  any 
privatelyowned  railway. 

The  appointees  shall  analyse  all  local  street  railway  franchises,  deter- 
mine their  dates  of  expiration,  fix  franchise  values,  if  any,  fix  the  valua- 
tion of  other  privately-owned  street  railway  property  in  the  city  and 
included  in  the  Market  Street  Railway  San  Mateo  system,  and  make  such 
other  examinations,  analyses,  investigations  and  recommendations  "on  the 
subject  of  the  acquisition  and  operation  by  the  City  of  privately-owned 
street  railway  systems"  as  they  shall  deem  proper.  They  shall  formulate 
plans  and  recommendations,  and  report  within  ninety  days,  with  the 
proviso  that  the  Board  of  Public  Works  may  extend  such  time. 

Plans  and  recommendations  are  limited  to  the  "acquisition  and  opera- 
tion of  said  property  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,"  and 
further,  "any  report  or  recommendation  made  by  said  assistants  shall 
provide  for  the  continued  maintenance  of  a  five-cent  fare." 

The  study  on  which  Dr.  Wilcox  is  now  engaged  is  limited  to  sixty 
days,  and  report  thereon  is  expected  in  November,  1927.  It  has  been  stated 
by  the  proponents  of  the  Wilcox  survey  that  such  study  and  report  is  con- 
sidered only  as  a  necessary  preliminary  for  supervisorial  consideration  of 
the  whole  problem,  and  that  further  engineering  study  will  be  required. 
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The  procedure  for  the  appointment  of  experts  is  similar  to  that  author- 
ized by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  case  of  the  Bay  Bridge  survey. 
This  proposed  ordinance  goes  further,  however,  and  Hmits  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  proposed  experts  to  plans  and  recommendations  for  acquisi- 
tion and  operation  of  the  privately-owned  street  railway  properties  by 
the  City,  and  further  provides  that  all  recommendations  shall  be  based 
•on  the  continued  maintenance  of  the  five-cent  fare. 

These  limitations  as  to  what  recommendations  shall  be  made  may 
prove  to  be  contradictory,  and  may  affect  the  usefulness  of  the  proposed 
study.  The  Bureau's  analysis  of  the  1925  railway  purchase  proposal,  after 
considering  higher  operating  costs  under  municipal  operation,  and  all 
savings  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer,  some  of  which  are  problematical 
— ^indicated  that  redemption  and  interest  charges  on  a  capital  investment 
of  more  than  $15,000,000  (approximately)  would  force  a  higher  fare  or 
would  require  tax  support  to  maintain  a  five-cent  fare.  Since  then,  several 
Municipal  Railway  wage  increases  have  added  to  the  amount  that  must 
be  estimated  for  increased  operation  costs  of  the  Market  Street  Railway 
system  if  owned  and  operated  by  the  City,  and  correspondingly  decreased 
the  amount  of  capital  investment  that  can  be  carried  out  of  revenues. 

Plans  and  recommendations  limited  to  "acquisition  and  operation  of 
the  said  properties  by  the  city''  will  probably  be  of  little  value  as  a  guide 
to  the  solution  of  the  street  railway  problem  which  will  confront  the  City 
when  franchises  on  many  miles  of  lines  expire  in  1929.  Acquisition  by 
the  City  will  require  mutual  agreement  between  the  City  and  the  Com- 
panies as  to  the  value  of  privately-owned  trackage,  poles,  overhead  con- 
struction, cars,  etc.,  or  recourse  by  the  City  to  condemnation  and  valuation 
proceedings  for  such  of  the  properties  as  it  may  desire,  which  would 
undoubtedly  require  years  to  complete. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  the  expected  plans  and  recommendations  as 
restricted  by  the  ordinance  will  not  meet  the  City's  needs.  Further,  it 
beheves  that  a  thoroughgoing  expert  study  of  the  City's  street  railway 
problem  as  a  whole,  and  in  all  of  its  fundamental  aspects,  is  necessary  in 
the  immediate  future.  It  therefore  recommends  that  the  ordinance,  as 
proposed,  be  DISAPPROVED. 
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Proposed  V^holesale  Salary  Increases 

Out  of  a  clear  sky,  a  crucial  municipal  situation  has  developed — a 
proposed  scale  of  increased  salaries  and  wages  for  1246  employees.  These 
constitute  32%  of  the  3825  municipal  compensations  controllable  by  the 
Supervisors.  (Park,  playground,  library  and  teachers'  salaries  are  con' 
trolled  by  various  boards,  and  fire,  police  and  official  salaries  fixed  by 
charter.) 

These  increases,  as  proposed,  and  if  made  effective,  will  add  $243,346, 
nearly  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars,  to  the  taxpayers'  burden — over  3c 
on  the  tax  rate. 

If  the  requested  increases  are  granted,  it  can  be  reasonably  assumed 
that  the  effect  of  these  in  a  very  short  time  will  be  to  bring  about  an 
increase  in  the  whole  scale  of  municipal  compensation,  whether  con- 
trollable  by  the  Supervisors  or  not — in  other  words,  a  flat  increase  in  the 
level  of  city  salaries  and  wages.  The  cost  of  such  future  increases  cannot 
be  estimated  at  this  time. 

NO  ECONOMIC  DEMAND 

There  has  been  no  increase  during  the  last  year  in  the  cost  of  living; 
instead,  there  has  been  a  slight  decrease. 

There  has  been  no  diminution  in  the  labor  supply;  instead,  there  have 
been  many  signs  of  a  surplus. 

The  agitation  for  increases  in  municipal  compensations  is  principally 
an  eflFect  of  organized  effort,  applicable  to  municipal  and  not  to  private 
employments. 

INCREASES  PROPOSED  BY  SUPERVISORS 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  23,  1927,  for  the 
"passage  to  print"  of  the  1927-28  budget,  a  number  of  routine  motions 
were  made  and  "referred  to  Finance  Committee"  for  increases  for  595 
employees.  These  are  shown  in  Table  I.  (Twenty-five  other  requested 
increases  proposed  at  that  time  are  eliminated,  due  to  action  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  on  July  18,  in  reorganizing  the  salary  schedule  of  the 
Bureau  of  Engineering.)  The  increased  payroll  cost  of  these  proposed 
increases  would  total  $123,750  per  year,  as  shown  by  Table  I. 

Most  of  these  were  introduced  at  the  behest,  and  on  the  prompting  of 
a  representative  of  one  of  the  labor  unions. 

One  hundred  sixty  of  the  620  employees  proposed  for  increase  re- 
ceived increases  during  the  last  fiscal  year. 

By  previous  agreement  with  the  Finance  Committee,  as  stated  at  the 
time,  these  were  proposed,  without  additional  data  or  argument,  so  that 
they  might  be  officially  considered  by  the  Committee  at  some  later  date. 

ADDITIONAL  PROPOSED  INCREASES 

Last  year  the  Finance  Committee,  in  acting  on  similar  proposals,  rec- 
ommended a  number  of  increases  just  prior  to  the  Christmas  season.   This 

[178] 


SAN  FRANGISCX)  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

year  various  individuals  and  groups,  acting  evidently  on  the  basis  of  last 
year's  experience,  put  their  requests  for  increases  formally  before  the 
Finance  Committee  in  time  for  action  before  Christmas. 

These  additional  requests  would  affect  651  employees  and  involve  a 
payroll  increase  of  $119,596  per  year.   These  are  as  shown  in  Table  II. 

Eighty-four  of  the  651  employees  proposed  for  increase  received  sal' 
ary  increases  during  the  last  fiscal  year.  Seven  of  the  proposed  increases 
are  for  positions  proposed  for  increase  by  the  Supervisors  but  at  a  still 
higher  rate  of  increase. 

As  a  result,  the  various  proposed  increases  initiated  by  Supervisorial 
requests  for  595  increases  totaling  $123,750  now  aggregate  proposed  in- 
creases for  1246  employees,  involving  an  increased  payroll  cost  of  $243,' 
346  per  year. 

NO  AVAILABLE  FUNDS 

There  are  no  unencumbered  balances  from  which  appropriations  of 
approximately  one-quarter  million  dollars  can  be  made,  if  all  requests  are 
to  be  approved. 

The  budget  as  adopted  by  the  Supervisors  was  necessarily  increased 
under  mandate  of  the  State  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  appropriations 
for  schools.  Additional  appropriations  made  by  the  Supervisors  and  addi' 
tional  allowances  made  to  meet  pension  fund  deficits,  etc.,  at  the  time  the 
tax  rate  was  fixed,  further  increased  this. 

The  Finance  Committee,  in  a  report  on  November  28  last,  calls  atten' 
tion  to  a  list  of  other  items  passed  by  the  Board  that  were  not  previously 
included  in  the  budget  or  provided  for  in  the  tax-rate. 

These  several  items  increase  the  total  budget  as  passed  by  the  Super- 
visors  by  $1,414,624.  The  November  28th  report  of  the  Finance  Com' 
mittee  also  calls  attention  to  a  deficit  in  the  Health  Department,  which, 
it  is  estimated,  will  amount  to  over  $160,000  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Other  commitments  still  remain  to  be  provided  for.  No  surpluses 
exist  for  carrying  into  effect  other  additional  unbudgeted  requirements, 
of  which,  without  question,  many  will  come  up  during  the  remaining 
seven  months  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

In  view  of  the  city's  current  financial  status,  the  policy  of  the  Finance 
Committee  and  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  be  one  of  rigorous 
economy  for  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year. 

There  is  a  fund  which  has  been  erroneously  considered  as  available 
to  supplement  General  Fund  appropriations,  which,  however,  cannot 
legally  be  used  for  such  purposes.  This  amounts  to  approximately  one' 
quarter  million  dollars  and  is  made  up  of  premiums  received  from  the 
various  recent  sales  of  bonds. 

Under  the  charter  the  proceeds  of  all  bond  sales  must  be  paid  into 
the  appropriate  bond  fund  and  used  exclusively  for  the  purpose  for  which 
such  bonds  were  voted  by  the  people.  Any  attempt  to  use  bond  premiums 
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for  any  other  than  their  specified  charter  purposes  will  probably  result  in 
court  action  to  prevent  such  unauthorized  use. 

The  Finance  Committee,  because  of  the  city's  financial  situation  as 
outlined  in  the  foregoing,  has  referred  back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
the  whole  matter  of  compensation  increases,  which,  as  stated,  will  mean 
an  increased  payroll  cost  of  $243,346.  The  Committee  has  been  instructed 
to  attempt  to  locate  any  departmental  surpluses,  and  to  report  to  the 
Board  any  budget  items  for  which  appropriations  may  be  deferred  until 
next  year's  budget. 

EXISTING  MUNICIPAL  COMPENSATION  STANDARDS 

The  gauge  of  increased  compensation  in  the  municipal  service  in  the 
past  has  apparently  been,  not  duties  and  responsibilities,  but,  ''How  long 

is  it  since  Mr.  has  been  increased?"    If  the  compensation  of  an 

employee  had  not  been  raised  during  the  previous  year,  it  was  frequently 
assumed  as  a  matter  of  course  that  he  rated  consideration  for  increased 
pay. 

This  is  at  variance  with  compensation  procedure  in  private  employ- 
ment. 

In  private  employment,  a  specified  non-executive,  non-expert  service 
is  measurable,  and  the  pay  that  should  attach  thereto  is  determined.  After 
an  employee  has  qualified,  he  is  entitled  only  to  "seniority"  increases — 
increases  based  on  increasing  value  of  service,  as  measured  by  time,  until 
the  maximum  is  reached,  the  time  to  attain  the  maximum  being  based  on 
the  intricacy  of  the  service,  but  seldom  exceeding  eight  years.  Compen- 
sation  beyond  the  highest  provided  for  seniority  is  attainable  only  by 
working  into  a  higher  classification,  on  the  basis  of  duties  and  responsi' 
bilities. 

The  unsystematic  basis  governing  municipal  compensations  has  been 
due  in  part  to  the  lack  of  any  such  system. 

For  per  diem  service,  municipal  rates  have  been  based  on  "outside" 
going  per  diem  rates — which  are  always  based  on  the  element  of  lost  time 
due  to  weather  and  employment  conditions  —  plus,  for  the  municipal 
service,  all  holiday  and  vacation  allowances  applicable  to  salaried  employ- 
ments— -two  weeks'  vacation,  Saturday  half-holidays  with  pay,  and  various 
holidays  not  generally  recogni2;ed  in  outside  employment  for  per-diem  men. 

DATA  REQUIRED  ON  POSITIONS 

There  is  no  compilation  of  data,  available  to  the  Finance  Committee 
or  the  Supervisors,  of  the  relative  merit  of  the  various  positions  for  which 
increased  compensations  are  now  proposed. 

Last  April,  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  a  1924  charter  amend- 
ment, the  Finance  Committee  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  authorized 
and  made  appropriation  for  a  study  of  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of 
each  and  every  position  in  the  municipal  service,  as  a  basis  for  the  classi- 
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lication  of  all  positions  according  to  the  work  required  by  and  the  respon- 
sibilities involved  in  each. 

At  the  suggestion  of  the  Finance  Committee,  the  Bureau  of  Govern' 
mental  Research  has  co-operated  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in 
this  scientific  endeavor,  to  the  extent  of  performing  practically  all  of  the 
necessary  field  work.  This  work  is  not  as  yet  completed  to  the  point 
where  it  may  be  discussed  with  ofiicials  and  employees  involved,  and 
thereafter  perfected.  Completion  of  the  work  may  require  several  months. 

The  work  to  date  indicates,  however,  that  in  many  cases  titles  of 
positions  are  meaningless,  as  far  as  indicating  the  duties  and  responsibili- 
ties of  particular  employments  or  positions.  Supervisorial  action  on  pro- 
posed increases  in  compensation,  if  based  only  on  titles,  or  on  assumed 
duties  of  an  entire  group  operating  under  the  same  title,  may  therefore 
perpetuate  and  aggravate  existing  inequities. 

The  Finance  Committee,  or  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  whole,  must 
have  complete  information  as  to  the  duties  and  responsibilities  involved 
in  each  position,  and  the  seniority  or  service  of  the  incumbent  of  each 
such  position,  before  either  or  both  can  act  inteUigently  on  the  requests 
for  increased  compensation  that  are  now  proposed. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The  present  situation  is  a  serious  one.  As  stated  before,  it  involves 
1246  increases  in  compensation,  at  a  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  $243,346  per 
year  or  over  3c  on  the  annual  tax  rate. 

If  granted,  the  proposed  increases  can  not  fail  to  effect  a  general  in- 
crease in  all  municipal  compensations. 

The  situation  is  one  requiring  the  most  careful  analysis  by  the  Super- 
visors, in  the  interest  of  the  taxpayers,  who  must  meet  the  costs,  and  to 
insure  equity  in  municipal  compensations. 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  urges  that  all  requested  in- 
creases be  denied,  an4  that  action  on  any  .and  all  increases  in  compensa- 
tion be  deferred  for  several  months,  until  such  time  as  data  are  available 
on  (1)  the  relative  importance  of  the  various  municipal  employments, 
and  (2)  the  relative  value  of  each  class  of  municipal  service  in  compari- 
son with  the  value  of  a  similar  service  in  outside  employments. 
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TABLE  I 

SALARY  INCREASES 

PROPOSED  BY  SUPERVISORS 

AT  TIME  OF  ADOPTION  OF  1927-28  BUDGET 

**Indicates  present  rates  as  increased  during  last  fiscal  year. 

TotaJ 

Budget                                                            Supervisor  Budget  Proposed  Increased 

Item     No.              Positions                    Proposing  Rate  Rate  Cost  (year) 
Telephone  Exchange 

19  1        Chief    operator    Stanton  $1,980  $2,280  $   300 

20  5       Operators  Stanton  1,800  2,100  1,500 

Auditor 

114  1        General  clerk  Stanton  **2,220  2,400  180 

115  1        General  clerk  Stanton  **  1,920  2,220  300 

116  I        Stenographer-typist   Stanton  **2,220  2,400  180 

Tax  Collector 

127         6       Special    deputies    Stanton  2,580  2,700  720 

134          1        Tunnel   accountant   Stanton  2,100  2,400  300 

Assessor 

162        15       Asst.   appraisers  Stanton  2,280  2,400  1,800 

County  Clerk 

232  1        Cashier  Stanton  3,000  3,300  300 

233  5        Registry  clerks  Stanton  2,880  3,000  600 

234  10        Asst.    registry    clerks Stanton  2,400  2,700  3,000 

235  16        Superior  Court  clerks Stanton  2,400  2,700  4,800 

236  4       Pohce  Court  clerks Stanton  2,400  2,700  1,200 

Sheriff 

245  14       Deputies  Stanton  2,580  2,700  1,680 

246  59       Jailers   Stanton  **2,364  2.400  2.124 

247  1        Stenographer   Stanton  **2,220  2,400  180 

256         7       Female    jailers    Stanton  **2,364  2.400  252 

258          2        Cooks   Stanton  2,100  2,340  480 

261        16       Keepers    Todd  ='*  1,920  2,100  2,880 

Recorder 

266  2       Deputies  Stanton  2,580  2,700  240 

267  6       Deputies  Stanton  2,580  2,700  720 

269  1        Chief  copyist  Stanton  2,580  2,700  120 

270  1        Special    copyist    Stanton  2,580  2,700  120 

Superior  Courts 

279          1        Information  deputy  Stanton  1,800  2,100  300 

281          8       Translators  Stanton  2,100  2,400  2,400 

Justices'  Court 

295          2       Clerks  Stanton  **1,920  2.220  600 

Juvenile  Court 

313  4       Asst.  probation  officers....Stanton  **2,220  2.400  720 

314  1        Asst.  probation  officer Stanton  **1,980  2,280  300 

Police  Court 

335          4        Stenographers    Todd  **3,900  4,500  2,400 

B.P.W.— General  Office 

363  1        Experienced   clerk  Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

364  1        Ordinary  clerk  Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

367          1        Chauffeur  Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

369          1        General  clerk  Stanton  2,100  2,400  300 

B.P.W. — Bureau  of  Accounting 

374  2        Experienced    clerks    Stanton  1,800  2,100  600 

375  I        Experienced   clerk   Stanton  3,300  3,600  300 

377          1        Experienced   clerk  Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

380          5        Stenographers    Stanton  1,980  2,100  600 

B.P.W. — Bureau  of  Architecture 

386          1        Stenographer        Stanton  2,100  2,400  300 
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Budget 
Item     No. 


396 

') 

397 

1 

398 

57 

399 

4 

400 

1 

442 

1 

448 

1 

Total 

Supervisor        Budget  Proposed     Increased 

Positi<His                    Proposing         Rate  Rate       Cost  (year) 
B.P.W. — Bur.  of  BIdg.  Repair 

Asst.    head   janitors Stanton            2,160  2,280               240 

Night   foreman    janitor....Stanton        **2,160  2,280                120 

Janitors  Stanton        **  1,860  1,980            6,840 

Window    cleaners    Stanton        **2,040  2,160                480 

Foreman   window  cl'nr.... Stanton        **2,220  2,340                120 
B.P.W.— Bur.  of  Stores  and  Yards 

Experienced   clerk   Stanton             2,700  3,000                300 

Foreman    machinist    Stanton             3,000  3,600                600 


B.P.W. — Bur.  of  Engineering 

468  4       Assts.,    Civil    Engineer... .Stanton  3,300  3,600  1,200 

470  1        Surveyor     Stanton  3,000  3,300  300 

471  4        Surveyors   Stanton  3,000  3,300  300 

479  1        Engineering   draftsman   ..Stanton  3,000  3,300  300 

480  6       Engineering   draftsmen   ..Stanton  2,700  3,000  1,800 
483          1        Cartographer    Stanton            2,700            3,000  300 

485  r        Insp.   streets  and  sewers.. Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

486  1        Insp.  streets  and  sewers.. Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

487  1        Insp.  streets  and  sewers.. Stanton  2,220  2,700  480 

490  1        Photostat    operator    Stanton  2,400  2,700  300 

491  1        Blue  printer  Stanton  2,100  2,700  600 

492  3        Stenographers    Stanton  1,980  2,100  360 

Note:  This  proposal  of  increases  for  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  was, 

in  effect,  superseded  by  adoption  of  ordinance  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
on  July  18,  1927,  which  amended  the  budget  ordinance  by  changing  the 
titles  of  positions,  providing  a  number  of  salary  increases  and  authorizing 
four  additional  positions,  the  whole  involving  an  additional  payroll  cost  of 
$17,230  a  year. 

Therefore,  the  25  increases  proposed  above  and  the  $6,540  involved  are 
not  included  in  the  totals  of  this  table. 


500 
503 
504 

506 

507 

508 

509 

510 

512 

513 

514 


555 
557 


16 

24 


540        19 


25 
18 


B.P.W. — Street  Repair  Dept. 

Experienced  clerk  Stanton 

Firemen    Stanton 

Foreman,   300  days 

(per    day)    Stanton 

Asphalt  dryerman, 

300  days  (per  day)... .Stanton 
Asphalt  mixermen, 

300  days  (per  day).. ..Stanton 
Asphalt   mixerman, 

300  days  (per  day)... .Stanton 
Asphalt  finishers, 

300  days  (per  day). ...Stanton 
Asphalt  workers, 

300  days  (per  day)... .Stanton 
Foremen,    300   days 

(per  day)  Stanton 

Finishers,  280  days 

(per   day)    Stanton 

Asphalt  workers, 

280  days   (per  day).... Stanton 

B.P.W. — Street  Cleaning  Dept. 
Chauffeurs    (per  day) Stanton 

B.P.W. — Bur.  of  Sewer  Repair 

Scwermen    (per   day) Stanton 

Sewer  cl'nrs  (per  day). ...Stanton 
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Total 

Budget                                                            Supervisor  Budget  Proposed     Increased 

Item     No.               Positions                     Proposing  Rate  Rate        Cost  (year) 
B.P.W. — Dept.  of  Electricity 

570  1        Clerk     Stanton  2,700  3,000  300 

571  1        Stenographer-typewriter    Stanton  2,100  2,400  300 
576          8        Fire   alarm   operators Stanton  2,700  2,880  1,440 

580  1        Cable  splicer  at  $9.00 

per    day    Stanton  2,700  2,880  180 

581  1        Batteryman     Stanton  2,700  2,880  180 

Fire  Dept.:  Pumping  Station 

638  2       Chief  engineers  Todd  3,360  3,480  240 

639  5        Asst.    engineers   Todd  2,760  2,880  600 

640  7        Firemen    Todd  2,340  2,460  840 

Fire  Dept.:  Corporation  Yard 

654          1        Qerk    Todd  1,800  2,100  300 

658  5       Machinists  helpers, 

per   day   Todd  6.58  7.08  750 

Police  Department 

698          1        Cook     Stanton  2,100  2,340  240 

Dept.  of  Public  Health 
Central  Office 

711  3        Stenographers    Stanton  2,280  2,400  360 

712  2        Clerks  Stanton  2,280  2,400  240 

713  1        Clerk,    personal    Stanton  1,800  2,100  300 

714  2        Telephone    operators    ....Stanton  1,800  2,100  600 

719  1        Clerk— Mortuary   Stanton  2,280  2,400  120 

720  1        Clerk— Births  Stanton  2,280  2,400  120 

721  1        Clerk — Statistician, 

Cancer    Survey    Stanton  1,500  1,800  300 

722  1        Chief    market    inspector Todd  2,700  3,000  300 

723  7        Veterinarians   Todd  2,400  2,700  2,100 

724  16        Market   inspectors  Todd  2,400  2,700  4,800 

778          8        Field   nurses  Stanton  1.^80  2,400  3,360 

780        30        Field   nurses  Stanton  1,980  2,400  12,600 

782  1        Field  nurse,  Foster 

Homes    Stanton  1,980  2,400  420 

783  10        Field  nurses,  Health 

Centers  Stanton  1,980  2,400  4,200 

784  1        Field  nurse  Stanton  1,980  2,400  420 

Lagiina  Honda  Home: 

801           1        Stenographer    Stanton  2,280  2,400  120 

Isolation  Hospital: 

854          2        Internes  Roncovieri  120  240  240 

871           1        Waitress    Stanton  1,140  1,320  180 

San  Francisco  Hospital 

877           1        Clerk     Stanton  3,000  3,300  300 

880          1        Statistician    Stanton  2,280  2,400  120 

882          2        Clerks   Stanton  1,200  1,800  1,200 

884          2       Telephone    operators    Todd  1,800  2,100  600 

896        30       Internes    Todd  120  240  3,600 

978          1        Night   cook    Stanton  1,080  1,380  300 

982        16        Waiters    or   waitresses Stanton  1,140  3.320  2,880 

Emergency  Hospitals 

1005        11        Nurses    Stanton  1,980  2,400  4,620 

1007        15       Ambulance    drivers   Stanton  2,400  2,700  4,500 

595   Totals $123,750 
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TABLE  II 

SALARY  INCREASES 

IN  ADDITION  TO  REQUESTS  PROPOSED  BY  SUPERVISORS 

AS  ENUMERATED  IN  TABLE  I 

**''Indicates  present  rates  as  increased  during  last  fiscal  year. 
jAdditional  increases  over  requested  increases  for  the  same  position  as  shown  on 
Table  I. 

Total 
Budget  Budget       Proposed     Increased 

Item     No.  Positions  Rate  Rate        Cost  (year) 

Board  of  Supervisors 

9  1        Assistant   clerk   $2,100  $2,400  $  300 

.12  1        Stenographer    **2,100  2,400  300 

13  1        Shorthand   reporter   **2,700  3,000  300 

Auditor 

in  1        General   clerk   **  1.920  2,400  ISOf 

Assessor 

163  1        Stenographer-typist    **1,800  2,400  600 

Department  of  Elections 

Deputy    registers    2,700 

Typo   operator   mechanic  adjuster....      2,280 

Voting    machine    adjuster 1,920 

Stenographer'typist    2,280 

Recorder 

272  1        Stenographer    2,100  2,400  300 

Superior   Court 

279  1        Information    deputy   1,800  2,400  300t 

Justices'  Courts 

Justices'    clerk    4,200 

Chief   deputy   3,300 

Cashier    3,000 

Deputy    clerks    2,700 

Messenger  2,700 

Clerk  2,700 

Qerk  **2,700 

Clerks    **1,920 

Juvenile  Court 

Assistant    probation    officer **  1,980 

Assistant    probation    officer **2,100 

Adidt — Probation 

321  1        Assistant  cashier  and  clerk 2,280  2,400  120 

Coroner 
341  3        Assistant   deputies    (female) 1,980  2,100  360 

Board  of  Public  Works 

Clerk  2,700 

Stenographers  2,100 

Stenographers  1,980 

B.P.W. — Building  Repair 

Foreman    plumber    3,000 

Foreman  cement  finisher  3,000 

Carpenter  foreman  3,000 

Foreman    tinner    3,000 

Foreman    wireman    3,000 

Head    janitor    3,120 

Watchmen    **1,860 

Assistant    chief    engineers **2,520 

Engineer,  part  time  **2,?20 

Foreman    painter    **3,000 

Painters,  shopmen  at  $7  per  day **2,100 

Tinners,   per   day 9.00 
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Budget 

Item 

No 

443 

1 
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1 

445 

1 
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10 
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3 

480 

2 

481 

2 

484 

1 

486 

1 

487 

1 

488 

1 

490 
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9 
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2 
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2 
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14 

361 

1 

570 

1 

577 

4 

587 

3 

588 

14 

591 

1 

592 

2 

679 

1 

696 

4 

717 

2 

725 

4 

742 

1 

745 

1 

746 

2 

Total 

Proposed 

Increased 

Rate 

Cost  (year) 

2,760 

120 

2,460 

120 

2,100 

120 

1,980 

240 

2,040 

240 

3,000 
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3,000 

3,000 

6,000 
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2,700 
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Budget 
Positions  Rate 

B.P.W.— Stores  and  Yards 

Watchman    2,640 

Watchman    2,340 

Watchman     1,980 

Watchmen    **  1,860 

Watchmen     **  1,920 

B.P.W. — Building  Inspector 

Inspector     **2,550 

Inspectors   **2,700 

B.P.W. — Bureau  of  Engineering 

Assistant  City  Engineer  5,400 

Surveyor  3,600 

Surveyor  3,000 

Engineering   draftsman    3,300 

Engineering    draftsman    3,180 

Engineering    draftsmen    3,000 

Engineering    draftsmen    2,700 

Engineering    draftsmen    2,700 

Engineering    draftsmen    2,400 

Inspector  of  streets  and  sewers 3,000 

Engineering   chemist   3,600 

Photographer    2,880 

Photostat    operator    2,520 

Chauffeur    2.400 

B.P.W. — Street  Repair  Department 
502  1        Engineer  2,400  2,520  120 

B.P.W. — Asphalt  Maintenance 

Foremen    (per  day) 8.50 

Engineers  (280  days)    (per  day) 9.00 

Chauffeurs    (per   day) 7.00 

Granite  cut'rs  (280  days)   (per  day)        9.00 

B.P.W.— Bridges 

Engineers    **2,520 

Engineers    **2,520 

Watchmen,  bridge  tenders  **  1,860 

Watchmen     **  1,860 

B.P.W. — Street  Cleaning  Department 

Watchmen    **  1,860 

Gang  foremen   (per  day) 6.50 

Experienced    clerk    3,600 

B.P.W. — Sewer  Repair 
554  3        Chauffeurs    (per   day) 7.00  8.00  900 

B.P.W. — Sewage  Pumping 
560  1        Watchman    in    charge    **2,160  2,280  120 

B.P.W. — Department   of   Electricity 

Clerk   2,700 

Telephone  operators  1,800 

Foremen  linemen  2,700 

Linemen    2,400 

Repairer    2,460 

Qerks    2,280 

Police  Department 

Stenographer    1,800 

Matrons     2,100 

Board  of  Health — Central  Office 

Clerks    2,280 

Sanitary    inspectors    2,700 

Technician    1,500 

Chief    medical    inspector 3,000 

School  inspectors  2,700 
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Budget 
Item  No. 


747 
763 
764 
766 
767 
768 
770 
785 

831 

848 
849 

883 
888 
889 
890 
932 
98? 
1004 


2 

4 

22 

249 
126 

651 


Total 

Increased 

Cost  (ycar> 

2,400 
600 

1,800 
900 
900 
600 
300 
420 

300 


Budget  Proposed 

Positioas                                               Rate  Rate 

School   inspectors    (part  time) 1,800  2,400 

Chief    plumbing    inspector 3,600  4,200 

Plumbing    inspectors    2,820  3,120 

Tenement  house  inspectors 2,400  2,700 

Tenement  house  inspectors 2,100  2,400 

Industrial    inspectors    2,100  2,400 

Inspector  2,100  2,400 

Social    Service   Worker 1,980  2.400 

Laguna  Honda  Home 

Butcher  2,520  2,820 

Isolation  Hospital 

Watchman    **1,740  1.860               120 

Night   watchman    **  1,320  1,440               120 

San  Franicsco  Hospital 

Office    attendant,    T.B 900  1,020               120 

Watchman    **1,620  1,740                120 

Watchman,   T.B **  1,320  1,440               12a 

Watchman    **    720  840               120 

Practical    nurses   540  660               240 

Engineers    **2,520  2,760               960 

Stewards   2,400  2,700            6,600 

School  Department 

Janitors    (various    wages) $   29,880 

Temporary   or   seasonal    clerks 14,560 


Total $119,596 
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More  About 
Municipal  Railway  Finances,  I926''i927 

An  answer  to  criticism  by  a  local  newspaper  of.  a  Bureau  state' 
ment,  which  showed  that  an  officiallystated  Municipal  Railway- 
profit  of  $78,043  for  1926-27  was  in  fact  a  deficit  of  $119,957. 

Two  months  ago,  on  November  28,  1927,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
authorized  the  Board  of  Public  Works  to  transfer  $169,000  from  the 
Municipal  Railway  ''old""  depreciation  fund,  to  the  bond  interest  and  re- 
demption  funds  of  the  Railway.  (The  "old"  depreciation  fund  represents 
the  balance  in  the  depreciation  reserve  fund — now  considered  as  ''surplus" 
— as  constituted  prior  to  the  reorganization  of  Railway  funds  in  April, 
1926.) 

Such  transfer  was  necessary  because  current  revenues  of  the  system 
had  been  insufficient  to  make  required  current  appropriations  to  the 
depreciation  reserve,  bond  interest  and  redemption  funds  as  required  by 
ordinance  (Ord.  7060  N.  S.,  April  19,  1926).  The  ordinance  provides 
that  all  monies  derived  from  the  operation  of  the  Municipal  Railway  shall 
be  deposited  in  the  Municipal  Railway  Fund,  and  that  appropriations 
shall  be  made  therefrom: 

1.  To  meet  the  costs  and  expenses  of  operation. 

2.  To    the    "Accident    Reserve    Fund",    aggregating    annually    an    amount 
equal  to  two  and  one-half  per  cent  of  gross  passenger  revenues. 

3.  To   the    bond   interest   and    redemption    funds,    sums    sufficient    to    pay 
principal  and  interest  on  Railway  bonds. 

4.  To  the  "Depreciation  Reserve  Fund",  aggregating  annually  three  per 
cent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  road  and  equipment. 

The  necessity  for  transfer  from  Railway  depreciation  reserves  to  meet 
Railway  debt  charges  is  likewise  of  interest,  in  relation  to  editorial  criti' 
cism  of  Bureau  statements  by  "The  Examiner". 

In  an  issue  of  "The  City",  the  official  publication  of  the  Bureau  of 
Governmental  Research,  under  date  of  October  5,  1927,  the  Bureau  pub' 
lished  a  compilation  of  official  Board  of  Public  Works'  monthly  operating 
reports,  to  show  Municipal  Railway  income  and  expenditures  for  the 
fiscal  year  1926-27,  to  June  30,  1927. 

As  compiled  and  published  by  the  Bureau,  this  was  one  of  a  series  of 
annual  Bureau  compilations  and  publications.  These  were  initiated  in 
1924  because  of  the  long  delay  between  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  and 
the  issuance  of  the  official  report  of  the  results  thereof. 

ORIGINAL  ESTIMATES 

This  compilation  for  1926-27  showed  a  deficit  of  $55,873  for  the 
year's  operations  of  the  Municipal  Railway. 
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This  figure  resulted  from  a  change  in  accounting  policy,  under  which 
certain  "maintenance"  expenditures  were  charged  against  "depreciation 
reserves"  in  the  Board  of  PubHc  Works'  official  monthly  statements  for 
the  last  quarter  of  the  year. 

OFFICIAL  REPORT 

In  the  Board  of  Public  Works'  official  report  on  Municipal  Railway 
finances  for  1926'27,  issued  on  October  19,  the  proposed  change  was 
abandoned;  the  previous  practice  of  compiling  maintenance  charges  as 
"operating  expense"  was  continued. 

The  Board  of  Public  Works'  official  report  showed  a  profit  for  1926- 
27  of  $78,043. 

A  brief  study  indicated  that  bond  redemption  charges  of  $198,000, 
included  in  every  previous  annual  report,  had  been  omitted. 

The  Board  of  Public  Works'  official  report,  as  issued  and  as  modified 
by  the  interpolation  of  $198,000  for  bond  redemption,  is  shown  compara- 
tively  as  follows: 

OFRCIAL  REPORT,  AS  MODIFIED  BY  DEBT  CHARGES 

B.P.W.  Official  Report, 

Official  as  Modified  by 

Report  Debt  Charges 

Passenger  and  other  revenue $3,420,074  $3,420,074 

Less   operating   expense 2,879,906  2,879,906 

Operating  income  $    540,168  $    540,168 

Interest  on  securities  owned 46,642  46,642 

Sub-total $    586,810  $    586,810 

Less:  Interest  on  bonds $  167,768  $     167,768 

Less:   Provision    for   Depreciation 247,362  247,362 

Less:  Provision  for  Accidents 84,955  84,955 

Less:  Provision  for  Fire  Insurance 5,138  5,138 

Less:  Profit  and  Loss  (net) 3,544  3,544 

Total   Deductions   $    508,767  $    508,767 

Net    Income   $      78,043  $      78,043 

Redemption,  Bonded   Debt 0  198,000 

Profit  (—Loss)  $      78,043  (—$119,957) 

Charter  Comparison  Charges  (Charter  requirement, 
that  taxes  required  of  privatelyowned  utilities 
be    shown)    318,271  318,271 

Net   Increase    in   Deficit (—$240,228)  (—$438,228) 

The  only  change,  as  will  be  noted,  is  in  the  item  of  $198,000 — re- 
demption of  bonded  debt — which,  as  previously  stated,  had  been  included 
in  every  previous  Municipal  Railway  financial  report. 
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INTERPRETATION  OF  OFFICIAL  REPORT 

The  Bureau  thereupon,  on  October  19,  issued  a  pubHc  statement, 
which  was  reprinted  in  several  local  newspapers,  to  the  efFect  that  ii 
proper  charges  of  $198,000  for  bond  redemption  were  included,  the  profit 
of  $78,043  as  shown  by  the  official  report,  would  be  converted  to  a  deficit 
of  $119,957  for  the  1926-27  operations. 

There  should  have  been  no  criticism  of  this  statement;  none  was  an' 
ticipated.  Municipal  Railway  financial  reports,  and  official  comments 
thereon,  have  emphasized  the  carrying  of  bond  interest  and  redemption 
charges  out  of  revenues.  Detroit  Municipal  Railway  statements  specifi- 
cally show  the  amounts  paid  for  the  retirement  of  bonds  as  a  charge 
against  "net  income".  One  of  the  arguments  advanced  for  municipal 
ownership  is  that  it  pays  off^  its  capital  investment  out  of  revenues,  and, 
in  time,  becomes  debt-free. 

CRITICISM  BY  "THE  EXAMINER" 

On  October  24,  "The  Examiner"  published  the  following  editorial: 

"The  other  day  'The  Examiner'  pointed  out  that,  in  its  so-called  statistical  set-up 
claiming  a  dej&cit  for  the  Municipal  Railways  for  1926-27,  the  San  Franisco  Bureau 
of  Governmental  Research  had  omitted  an  income  item  of  $50,000  and  had  also 
regarded  the  railway's  surplus  funds  in  the  same  Hght  as  though  the  money  put  into 
them  had  been  given  away. 

"Since  then  a  professional  audit  of  the  Municipal  Railway  books  has  been  pub- 
lished, and  it  shows  not  a  surplus,  but  a  gain,  for  the  year,  of  approximately 
$80,000.    This  is  correct. 

"But  now  the  Bureau  of  Research  endeavors  to  reply.  And  its  reply  is  as 
follows:  IF  the  Municipal  system  were  a  private  system,  it  would  have  paid  $119,000 
in  State  taxes  last  year.  Therefore  this  amount  it  WOULD  HAVE  PAID  is  fig- 
ured into  actual  expenses  and  the  total,  so  distorted,  is  made  to  show  a  deficit! 

"This  is  not  statistics.    It  is  nonsense.    It  is  not  'research';  it  is  romance. 

"One  of  the  great  advantages  of  public  ownership  is  that,  because  the  proper- 
ties are  owned  by  the  people  and  the  liabilities  are  a  claim  against  the  pubhc  treas- 
ury, no  taxes  are  payable.    Government  never  pays  taxes  on  its  own  property. 

"We  fully  agree  with  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  that,  IF  the 
Municipal  Railways  were  privately  owned,  its  financial  set-up  would  be  far  less 
favorable  than  it  is.  It  would  pay  poorer  wages,  work  its  men  longer  hours,  be 
subject  to  a  lot  of  'overhead'  expenses,  legal  expenses  and  propaganda  expenses,  be 
loaded  down  with  watered  stock,  and — at  the  five-cent  fare — would  give  poorer 
service  and  lose   money  to  boot. 

"But  it  is  PUBLICLY  OWNED.  So  it  is  getting  along  on  a  five-cent  fare, 
treating  its  labor  well,  giving  fine  service,  eating  up  nothing  for  dividends  or  use- 
less 'overhead',  redeeming  its  bonds  and  more  than   covering  all  expenses. 

"A  statistical  bureau  ought  to  deal  in  sound  statistics,  not  in  fanciful  hypoth- 
eses. When  it  does  the  latter  it  lays  itself  open  to  the  suspicion  that  its  statistics 
are  being  loaded  for  purposes  of  propaganda.  Our  Municipal  Hnes  are  in  good 
shape,  they  are  making  money,  and  they  should  be  extended  by  passage  of  the 
bonds  on  November  8." 

ANALYSIS  OF  "EXAMINER'S"  CRITICISM 

The  Bureau,  on  October  25,  mailed  a  reply  to  the  editor  of  "The 
Examiner",  which  concluded  with  the  statement:  "The  Bureau  should 
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not,  in  fairness,  be  taken  to  task  when  its  figures  reflect  a  condition  that 
some  may  find  distasteful.  We  hope  that  you  may  find  space  to  publish 
this,  as  a  correction  of  the  erroneous  statements  in  your  editorial." 

''The  Examiner"  neither  printed  nor  referred  to  the  Bureau's  reply  to 
its  editorial. 

The  Trustees  of  the  Bureau  were  of  the  opinion  that  further  publicity 
in  support  of  its  position,  at  the  time,  might  be  misinterpreted  as  political 
propaganda  in  connection  with  the  Municipal  Railway  extension  bond 
issue  of  $4,600,000  (which  later  failed  to  secure  the  necessary  two'thirds 
vote  at  the  November  8th  election). 

Accordingly  they  directed  that  a  public  statement  of  the  Bureau's 
position  be  withheld  until  after  the  election. 

The  Bureau's  statement  did  not  omit  consideration  of  a  $50,000  rev 
enue  item.  This  was  a  repayment,  from  tax  revenues,  of  a  previous  loan 
from  Railway  funds  to  the  City  on  account  of  tunnel  expenditures.  This 
is  a  balance-sheet  item,  not  current  income  as  a  result  of  operations,  and 
was  so  considered  by  the  Bureau  and  by  the  professional  auditors  who 
compiled  the  official  Board  of  Public  Works'  report. 

The  profit  of  $78,043,  shown  by  the  audit,  is  in  reality  a  deficit  of 
$119,957,  after  account  is  taken  of  the  $198,000  required  for  bond  re 
demption.  Such  a  charge  against  revenues  is  referred  to  in  "The  Exam- 
iner"  editorial — "So  it  is  getting  along  on  a  fivccent  fare  ....  redeeming 
its  bonds  and  more  than  covering  all  expenses".  A  similar  charge  has 
been  included  in  each  previous  Board  of  Public  Works'  annual  report. 
The  Bureau  claimed  that  a  1926-27  deficit  of  $119,957  was  due  to  an 
excess,  over  revenues,  of  operating  expenses  and  fixed  charges,  including 
annual  charges  for  bond  redemption. 

Contrary  to  "The  Examiner"  editorial,  the  Bureau's  statement  of  an 
operating  deficit  of  $119,957  took  no  account  of  the  $318,271,  shown  by 
the  Board  of  Public  Works'  official  report  as  "comparison  charges".  These 
represent  "book  charges",  not  paid  by  the  Municipal  Railway,  but  that 
would  have  to  be  paid  by  a  privately-owned  system.  Such  charges  are 
included  in  each  annual  Municipal  Railway  report,  because  of  charter 
provision  requiring  such  compilation. 

The  Bureau  estimates  made  no  comparison,  as  implied  by  "The  Exam- 
iner" editorial,  of  the  relation  of  Municipal  Railway  wages  to  those  of  a 
privately-owned  system,  nor  of  more  favorable  hours,  overhead  expense, 
"stock  watering",  etc. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  it  dealt  and  is  dealing  with  "sound  statis- 
tics", not  "fanciful  hypotheses".  It  does  not  believe  that  an  impartial 
analyst  would  classify  its  compilation  and  statement  as  "nonsense"  or 
"romance",  as  claimed  in  "The  Examiner"  editorial. 

in 
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ACTION  TO  OFFSET  RAILWAY  DEHCIT 

On  November  28,  1927,  the  Supervisors  approved  a  transfer  of 
$169,000  from  the  "old"  depreciation  fund  to  the  bond  interest  and 
redemption  fund.  This  means  that  financial  assistance  was  required,  from 
any  funds  available,  to  meet  interest  and  redemption  charges. 

If  the  current  costs  and  charges  of  the  road  were  less  than  current 
revenues,  these  charges  could  be  met  from  funds  set  up  therefor,  as  re- 
quired by  ordinance.  Instead,  reserves  set  up  for  depreciation  had  to  be 
drawn  upon,  which  presages  future  difficulties  in  adequately  maintaining 
the  properties. 

The  fact  that  transfers  from  other  funds  are  required  indicates  that 
the  Municipal  Railway  system  is  rapidly  approaching  the  crucial  financial 
period  that  was  forecast  by  the  Bureau  several  years  ago. 

San  Francisco  will  probably  see,  in  the  near  future,  a  wiping  out  of 
all  reserve  funds  and  possibly  an  actual  cash  deficit,  to  be  made  up  by  the 
taxpayers,  on  the  basis  of  high  operating  expenses  and  charges,  in  relation 
to  the  revenues  derived  from  a  five-cent  fare. 

San  Francisco  car  riders  have  been  saved  millions  annually  by  a  five- 
cent  fare — a  joint  contribution  by  the  Municipal  and  the  privately-owned 
companies,  due  to  competitive  conditions.  If  the  fare  is  restricted  to  five 
cents,  the  efi^orts  to  solve  Municipal  Railway  financial  difficulties  will  be 
matters  of  public  interest  in  the  near  future. 

BUREAU'S  POLICY  ON  UTILITIES 

This  seems  to  be  an  appropriate  time  and  place  for  the  Bureau  to 
state  again  its  position  regarding  public  utility  matters. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  operates  under  a  policy,  ex- 
pressed in  the  charter,  of  gradual  acquisition  and  ultimate  ownership  of 
its  public  utilities. 

The  Bureau's  policy  on  public  utility  matters,  since  its  organization  in 
1916,  is  that,  as  a  fact-finding  organization,  it  cannot  concern  itself  with 
how  a  utility  is  owned,  whether  publicly  or  privately,  but  only  with 
specific  problems  of  costs,  operating  policies,  services  and  rates  for  those 
utility  matters  that  are  projected  into  the  governmental  field. 

The  public  has  a  proper  interest  in  the  costs  of  the  Municipal  Rail- 
way, or  any  other  publicly  owned  utility,  and  the  relation  of  such  costs  to 
revenues.  The  public,  obviously,  should  have  such  information  as  a  basis 
for  accurate  understanding  of  operating  results  of  a  public  enterprise.  It 
is  important,  therefore,  that  accounts  and  reports  be  accurate  and  com- 
plete, and  that  these  reflect  true  costs  and  conditions. 

Only  by  such  means  can  misunderstanding  of  these  important  phases 
of  public  affairs  be  obviated. 
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Comparative  Tax  Rates — 1926^27 

The  accompanying  table  shows  comparative  tax  rates  for  the  nine- 
teen largest  cities  of  the  country  during  1926'27,  as  derived  from  a  com- 
pilation  made  by  the  Detroit  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research.  The 
cities  shown  in  this  tabulation  include  all  those  of  300,000  population 
and  over,  according  to  the  1926  census. 

The  table  segregates  the  total  tax  rates  as  apportioned  between  city, 
school,  county  and  State  purposes.  It  also  shows  the  legal  basis  of 
assessment  in  the  State  in  which  the  city  is  located,  and  the  estimated 
ratio  of  assessed  valuation  to  true  value. 

On  this  basis  San  Francisco,  with  a  100  per  cent  legal  basis  of  assess' 
ment  and  a  50  per  cent  estimated  ratio  of  assessed  value  to  true  value, 
had  next  to  the  lowest  tax  rate  of  these  nineteen  cities.  The  San  Fran- 
Cisco  rate  ($3.66  for  1926'27)  is  shown  as  $1.83  per  $100  of  true  valua- 
tion.  The  lowest  rate  is  that  of  Washington,  D.  C,  $1.53  per  $100  of 
true  valuation. 

The  three  highest  are  shown  as  Newark,  $3.79  per  $100  of  true  valu' 
ation,  Seattle,  $3.46  per  $100  true  valuation,  and  Pittsburgh,  $3,041  per 
$100  valuation. 

San  Francisco,  being  a  joint  City  and  County,  shows  no  County  rate; 
the  rate  raised  for  county  purposes  is  included  in  the  "city  rate"  of  $2,826 
per  $100  of  assessed  valuation.  Also,  California  cities  do  not  collect  taxes 
for  State  purposes,  the  State  raising  its  taxes  direct.  A  certain  class 
("operative"  property)  of  assessed  valuation  of  the  cities  is  excluded  from 
local  taxation  and  reserved  for  taxation  for  State  purposes. 

One  of  the  most  important  deductions  which  may  be  made  from  the 
present  table,  when  compared  with  the  figures  reported  in  1926,  is  the 
trend  of  the  property  tax.  Comparison  of  the  rates  in  176  cities  reporting 
for  both  years  shows  that  this  year  the  average  rate  has  remained  nearly 
the  same,  only  a  fractional  increase  having  occurred.  Of  these  cities,  86 
showed  an  increase,  72  a  decrease  and  18  no  change.  The  average  in- 
crease for  176  cities  was  $.0235  per  $100.  This  compares  with  an  increase 
in  1926  over  1925  of  $.0535. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  comparative  tax  rates,  although  of  value 
and  frequently  used,  are  not  to  be  considered  as  accurate  measures  of 
governmental  costs  or  ejffiiciency  of  various  cities.  A  pay-as-you-go  policy 
in  one  city  may  be  reflected  in  a  higher  tax  rate  for  that  city  than  in 
another  that  has  a  bonding  policy.  The  extent  of  special-assessment 
financing,  as  between  cities,  will  be  reflected  in  the  tax  rates.  The  varia- 
tion in  kind  and  extent  of  municipal  functions  in  various  cities  directly 
affects  costs  and  tax  rates,  as  does  the  variation  in  kind  and  amount  of 
non-tax  or  "miscellaneous"  revenues. 
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The  Detroit  Bureau  says,  "The  story  of  good  government  today  is 
not  written  in  low  tax  rates.  Citizens  are  coming  to  recognize  that  the 
keystone  of  good  government  is  the  budget,  and  the  tax  rate  is  but  one 
means  to  that  end.  PubHc  interest  is  being  directed  to  the  program  of 
services  and  their  cost,  and  the  resulting  tax  rate  is  secondary.  This  is  one 
of  the  most  encouraging  signs  of  progress  in  our  cities  today." 
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The  Proposed  Golden  Gate  Bridge 

During  recent  weeks  a  number  of  requests  have  come  to  the  Bureau 
of  Governmental  Research,  from  taxpayers  and  organizations,  for  infor- 
mation on  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge. 

At  the  instance  and  on  the  urgent  request  of  representatives  of 
northern  counties,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  San  Francisco  on  April  13, 
1925,  adopted  an  ordinance  of  intention  to  unite  with  a  number  of  coun- 
ties  north  of  San  Francisco  Bay  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  bridge  and 
highway  district,  for  the  investigation  and  possible  construction  of  a 
bridge  across  the  Golden  Gate.  In  July  of  the  same  year  a  petition  was 
circulated  and  signed  by  the  required  ten  per  cent  of  registered  voters, 
which  petition  was  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State  v.'ith  the  ordi' 
nance  of  intention,  as  required  by  law. 

The  arguments  for  the  project  were  based  primarily  on  its  undoubted 
developmental  value,  and  secondarily,  on  its  low  cost,  as  originally  esti' 
mated. 

The  proposal  is  to  construct  a  bridge  across  the  Golden  Gate,  between 
Fort  Point  on  the  San  Francisco  shore  and  Lime  Point  on  the  Marin 
County  shore.  Thus  far,  incorporation  of  the  bridge  and  highway  district 
has  been  held  up,  due  to  the  opposition  of  Mendocino  County,  and 
groups  of  taxpayers  in  each  of  the  five  counties  included  in  the  proposed 
district.  Mendocino  County  originally  petitioned  to  become  part  of  the 
district  and  subsequently  sought  to  withdraw  through  court  action. 

Although  the  project  has  been,  and  is  now,  before  the  courts,  its 
scope,  costs,  probabilities  and  possibilities  have  attracted  little  public 
attention  in  San  Francisco  since  the  initial  steps  over  three  years  ago  inci' 
dental  to  the  formal  organization  of  the  bridge  district 

Because  of  the  importance  of  the  factors  involved,  the  San  Francisco 
Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  believed  itself  duty-bound  to  study  all 
available  information  on  the  proposed  project,  and  to  publish  its  report 
thereon,  so  that  the  public  may  be  informed  on  all  available  facts  affect- 
ing a  proposed  project  involving  large  public  expenditures.  The  Bureau's 
study  has  been  in  charge  of  its  Engineer,  Alfred  Smith. 
I— LACK  OF  COMPLETE  DATA 

Cost  of  the  investigational  work,  necessary  as  a  prehminary  to  con- 
sideration of  the  project  in  all  its  phases,  is  estimated  as  between  $500,000 
and  $1,000,000.  This  estimate  seems  high  in  comparison  with  estimates 
of  from  $75,000  to  $300,000  as  the  cost  of  an  investigation  of  foundation 
conditions  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco- Alameda  (East  Bay)  bridges, 
which  were  exhaustively  debated  before  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Super- 
visors during  1926  and  1927. 

Estimates  of  the  probable  total  cost  of  the  project,  based  on  the  Hm- 
ited  data  available,  range  from  $25,000,000,  the  promoter's  estimate,  to 
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$110,000,000,  or  possibly  higher,  depending  in  part  on  the  point  of  view 
as  to  the  required  height,  width,  length  of  span  and  type  of  foundation, 
plus  additional  costs  for  approaches,  interurban  transit  facilities,  etc. 

Estimates  of  probable  traffic  and  revenues  are  speculative.  Therefore, 
the  relation  of  probable  annual  revenues  to  probable  annual  operating 
costs,  plus  probable  annual  bond  interest  and  bond  redemption  charges, 
is  conjectural  and  depends  in  part  on  the  degree  of  conservatism  or  optim' 
ism  with  which  an  estimator  approaches  the  problem. 

With  a  bridge  district  vested  with  the  power  of  levying  taxes  to  meet 
annual  deficits,  these  financial  factors  are  of  great  importance  to  all  tax' 
payers  in  the  proposed  district. 

Eightyfive  per  cent  of  any  taxes  levied  by  the  directors  of  the  pre 
posed  district  would  be  paid  by  the  taxpayers  of  San  Francisco.  Eighty 
five  per  cent  of  the  bonded  debt  required  to  finance  the  project  (which 
debt  would  require  authori2;ation  by  vote  of  the  people)  would  rest  on 
San  Francisco's  assessment  roll.  (The  City  Attorney  has  ruled  that  bonds 
voted  for  bridge  district  purposes  would  not  be  applicable  against  the 
City's  debt  limitation  of  12%  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  property.) 

Scope  of  the  Report 

The  chief  sources  of  information  on  the  proposal  to  bridge  the  Golden 
Gate  are  discussed  in  the  following  pages,  and  include: 

1.  An  analysis  of  the  legal  phases  governing  organization  of  the 
district  and  powers  conferred  on  the  district  directors,  as  speci' 
fied  by  the  Bridge  and  Highway  Act  of  1923. 

2.  The  proposal  of  Joseph  B.  Strauss,  a  Chicago  engineer,  which 
has  been  used  as  the  basis  for  promotion  of  the  project. 

3.  Conclusions  of  engineers  and  attorneys  who  have  made  exam' 
inations  of  the  proposal. 

4.  Present  and  prospective  traffic  over  existing  arteries,  and  pros' 
pective  traffic  and  revenues  of  the  proposed  bridge. 

II— THE  BRIDGE  AND  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1923 

The  proposed  bridge  and  highway  district  to  be  organized  to  investi' 
gate,  formulate  plans,  finance  and  carry  out  the  proposed  Golden  Gate 
bridge  project  would  consist  of  Napa,  Sonoma,  Marin  and  Mendocino 
Counties  to  the  north,  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The 
Supervisors  of  Lake  and  Humboldt  Counties  refused  to  adopt  the  necessary 
ordinances  signifying  their  intention  to  join  the  district,  and  certificates 
were  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  State  indicating  that  those  counties  did 
not  intend  to  join  the  district. 

Subsequently,  Mendocino  County  and  a  group  of  taxpayers  thereof 
sought  to  withdraw  from  the  district.  On  writ  of  mandate,  their  case  was 
taken  before  the  Supreme  Court,  and  was  denied. 

Taxpayers  from  each  of  the  counties  included  in  the  proposed  district 
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subsequently  filed  protests,  which  are  being  argued  before  the  Superior 
Court.  The  hearings,  as  now  calendared,  as  expected  to  terminate  in  June. 
The  formal  organization  of  the  district  is  governed  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Bridge  and  Highway  Act,  Statutes  of  1923,  and  as  amended  in 
1925.  The  organi2;ation,  duties  and  powers  of  such  a  district  are  briefly 
outlined  as  follows: 

Joint  County  Participation 

The  Act  provides  three  methods  by  which  a  county  may  initiate  pro- 
ceedings looking  toward  the  formulation  of  such  a  district:  A  county 
board  of  supervisors  may  adopt  an  ordinance  of  intention  to  unite  with 
other  counties  which  may  adopt  like  ordinances  to  form  such  a  district. 
A  petition  signed  by  10  per  cent  of  the  quaHfied  electors  of  the  county 
must  accompany  such  ordinance  and  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  State. 
....  Or,  a  county  board  of  supervisors  may  call  a  special  election  at  which 
such  an  ordinance  may  be  adopted  by  a  majority  of  the  electors  voting 

thereon Or,  if  a  county  board  of  supervisors  takes  no  action  within 

sixty  days  after  being  so  requested,  an  ordinance  providing  for  county 
participation  may  be  submitted  to  the  electors  by  initiative. 

The  Act  provides  that  before  the  time  set  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
up  to  which  protests  may  be  received  (which  time  was  fixed  and  has 
expired),  any  owner  of  property  subject  to  taxation  within  the  proposed 
district  may  file,  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  a  protest  in  writing  against 
formation  of  the  district  and  against  the  inclusion  of  his  property  therein, 
which  protest  must  then  be  forwarded  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  county  in  which  the  property  is  situated. 

If  any  or  all  protests  are  sustained,  the  property  aff"ected  thereby  shall 
be  eliminated  from  the  district,  and  new  district  boundaries  shall  be  fixed. 
Thereupon,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  issue  his  certificate  of  incorpora' 
tion  and  the  district  will  then  come  into  legal  existence. 

District  Board  and  Powers  Thereof 

The  Act  provides  that  the  board  of  supervisors  of  each  county  shall 
appoint  members  of  a  district  board  of  directors,  each  county  being  enti- 
tled to  representation  on  such  board  in  proportion  to  population,  pro' 
vided,  however,  that  any  county  with  a  population  of  more  than  500,000 
must  have  as  many  directors  as  all  of  the  other  counties  combined. 

The  district  board  of  directors  is  empowered  to  borrow  money,  to 
incur  indebtedness  and  to  issue  bonds  and  other  evidences  of  indebtedness, 
and  to  cavise  taxes  to  be  levied  for  payment  of  organization,  investigation, 
and  administrative  expenses  of  the  district  before  the  issuance  of  bonds, 
and,  after  the  issuance  of  bonds,  for  any  obligation  of  the  district.  The 
district  is  also  empowered  to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 

The  district  board  is  given  full  power  to  make  contracts,  employ  all 
necessary  employees,  establish  rules  and  regulations,  fix  and  collect  charges 
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for  the  use  of  various  district  properties  in  its  charge,  and  enter  into  con- 
tracts  with  pubUc  or  private  persons  whereby  the  faciHties  constructed  by 
the  district  may  be  made  use  of  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  fixed  by  such 
contracts. 

Taxation,  for  District  Purposes 

It  is  also  made  the  duty  of  the  district  board  of  directors,  in  July  of 
each  year,  to  determine  the  amount  necessary  to  be  raised  by  taxation 
and  to  fix  the  rate  of  taxes  to  be  levied  on  all  taxable  property  in  the 
district,  at  such  rate  as  will  raise  the  amount  of  money  required  by  the 
district. 

The  maximum  tax'rate  is  limited  to  10  cents  annually  on  each  $100 
of  assessed  valuation  for  expenditures  necessary  to  investigate  the  project, 
prior  to  the  issuance  of  bonds,  but  such  tax^rate  is  unlimited  for  operating 
purposes.  Such  taxation  shall  be  a  lien  on  all  the  taxable  property  within 
the  territory  comprising  the  district. 

Whenever  the  district  board  deems  it  necessary  for  the  district  to 
incur  a  bonded  indebtedness,  it  is  empowered  to  call  an  election  for  that 
purpose  and  to  pay  all  the  expenses  of  holding  the  election;  provided, 
however,  that  the  bonded  indebtedness  of  the  district  shall  not  exceed  15 
per  cent  of  the  assessed  value  of  the  property  included  in  the  district.  (On 
a  1927  district  valution  the  limit  of  indebtedness  would  be  approximately 
$136,000,000.)  If  the  bond  issue  receives  a  two-thirds  majority  of  all  the 
district  voters  who  vote  at  such  election,  the  board  may  issue  the  bonds. 

It  is  provided  that,  if  the  annual  revenues  of  the  district  projects  are 
not  sufficient  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  bonded  debt  in  any 
year,  the  bridge  district  directors  must  provide  for  such  deficits  by  levy 
ing  taxes  to  meet  these.  (This  is  in  addition  to  the  ten  cent  annual  tax 
authorized  for  investigational  purposes.)  The  law  also  provides  that  until 
the  bridge  has  commenced  to  yield  a  revenue,  interest  charges  on  the 
outstanding  bonded  indebtedness  may  be  paid  out  of  money  raised  by  the 
sale  of  bonds  (previously  approved  by  vote  of  the  people). 

Ill— ANALYSIS  OF  PROVISIONS  OF  ACT 

The  foregoing  is  a  brief  resume  of  the  Act  under  which  the  bridge 
and  highway  district  proposed  to  be  formed  for  the  purpose  of  construct' 
ing  the  Golden  Gate  bridge  would  operate.  Several  important  facts  are 
brought  out  by  an  analysis  of  this  Act. 

Individual  Exemption 

The  Act  permits  individual  property  owners  to  protest  the  formation 
of  the  district  and  the  inclusion  of  their  property  in  the  district.  The 
grounds  for  said  protest  are  not  limited  to  benefits  or  equity  and  are 
practically  unlimited.  If  such  protests  are  sustained,  such  property  will  be 
excluded  from  the  district  and  thereby  exempted  from  possible  taxes  for 
investigation,  operation  and  bonded  debt  charges. 
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Such  individual  exemption  is  not  sound  in  principle  and  is  not  author' 
ized  in  other  State  legislation  governing  the  organi2;ation  and  operation 
of  public  utility  districts,  whose  purposes  are  similar  to  that  of  the  pre 
posed  bridge  district.  If  a  proposed  bridge  will  ultimately  produce  broad 
district  benefits,  these  benefits  may  be  expected  to  accrue  to  all  individual 
holdings — to  those  that  have  escaped  taxation  for  the  project  in  the  same 
measure  as  to  those  that  have  been  taxed  therefor. 

The  only  individual  exemption  provided  by  other  State  laws  is  in  the 
case  of  irrigation  districts,  where  individuals  may  protest  the  district  for- 
mation and  the  proposed  inclusion  of  their  property  in  such  district. 
In  such  case,  however,  the  benefits  can  be  segregated,  and  vdthheld  from 
property  thus  excluded  from  a  district 

Under  the  Act,  it  is  possible  for  individuals  or  corporations  with  large 
holdings  to  protest  and,  if  such  protests  should  be  sustained,  for  large 
blocks  of  property  to  be  withdrawn,  leaving  the  burden  of  district  taxes 
to  fall  on  the  remaining  property  in  the  district. 

Vesting  Power  of  Taxation  in  Appointive  Board 

The  vesting  of  taxing  power  in  an  appointive  board  of  directors,  as 
contrasted  with  an  elective  body  vested  with  taxing  power,  is  not  in 
accord  with  the  modern  principles  of  fixing  responsibility  in  government. 
This  is  particularly  true  when  it  is  considered  that  the  boards  of  super- 
visors  of  five  counties  would  participate  in  the  appointments  of  members 
of  the  board  of  the  proposed  district. 

The  directors  of  the  "East  Bay  Utility  District"  (Alameda  County) 
are  elected  from  the  various  communities  making  up  the  district. 

The  Act  does  not  require  that  district  directors  shall  be  residents  of 
the  county  making  the  appointment,  nor,  in  fact,  residents  of  the  dis- 
trict. As  a  practical  matter,  however,  they  would  no  doubt  be  selected 
on  the  basis  of  residence. 

The  point  has  been  raised  by  Mendocino  County  and  all  protesting 
taxpayers  that  the  power  of  taxation  cannot  be  delegated  to  an  appointive 
board  and  that  taxes  shall  be  imposed  only  by  the  people's  chosen  repre- 
sentatives. 

Unlimited  Power  of  Taxation 

Although  taxation  for  the  purpose  of  investigational  expenses  is  Hm- 
ited  to  ten  cents  a  year  on  each  $100  of  assessed  valuation,  there  is  no 
limitation  as  to  the  period  over  which  such  annual  tax  may  be  levied. 

There  is  no  limitation,  either  as  to  time  or  annual  amount,  of  taxation 
for  the  payment  of  annual  operating  deficits,  if  any,  including  bond  inter- 
est and  the  redemption  of  bonds. 

Under  the  Act,  if  the  proposed  bridge  failed  to  pay,  the  district 
would  be  required  to  make  up  annual  deficits  by  taxation. 

The  provision  that  operating  deficits,  and  particularly  debt  charges, 
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shall  be  guaranteed  by  the  levying  of  taxes  if  project  revenues  are  insuffi' 
cient  therefor,  is  an  essential  feature  in  a  publiclyfinanced  project  such 
as  the  proposed  bridge. 

It  is  of  significance  here  from  the  standpoint,  (1)  of  careful  considera- 
tion  of  probable  capital  costs  and  operating  costs  and  revenues;  and  (2) 
of  pubHc  understanding  of  the  taxpayers'  obligation  to  subsidise  the 
operation  of  the  project,  because  of  its  developmental  value,  if  operating 
revenues  are  insufficient. 

Additional  District  Powers 

Section  10  of  the  Act,  in  addition  to  authori2;ing  the  construction  of 
bridges,  empowers  the  district,  through  the  district  board,  to  acquire  and 
hold  personal  property  of  all  kinds  vvdthin  or  without  the  district,  deemed 
necessary  to  the  full  exercise  of  its  power;  also  to  acquire,  construct, 
maintain  and  operate  tunnels,  railroads,  street  car  lines,  interurban  lines, 
telephone  and  telegraph  lines,  footpaths,  viaducts,  toll  gates,  toll  houses, 
subways,  and  all  other  forms  of  property  necessary  or  proper  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  district  works. 

Authority  to  carry  on  these  subordinate  or  additional  operations  seems 
to  be  a  necessary  grant  of  power  to  such  a  district  board,  to  enable  it  to 
carry  on  its  proposed  primary  objective — the  construction  and  operation 
of  a  Golden  Gate  bridge.  In  practical  operation,  such  power  may  con' 
ceivably  be  used  beyond  its  intended  purpose,  although  this  cannot  be 
assumed  in  advance,  especially  when  the  magnitude  of  the  bridge  problem 
and  its  successful  operation  is  considered. 

Mendocino  County,  in  its  suit  before  the  Supreme  Court,  contended 
that  the  district  may  levy  taxes  and  incur  indebtedness  for  projects  which 
would  have  to  be  paid  for  or  carried  by  district  taxpayers,  other  than  or 
in  addition  to  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge,  if  any  such  projects 
can  be  tied  up  with  this  structure. 

The  power  vested  in  the  district  board  to  borrow  money  or  incur 
indebtedness  is  apparently  unlimited.  It  is  not  specified  by  the  Act  that 
such  borrowing  be  limited  to  the  raising  of  funds  pending  the  sale  of 
authori2,ed  bonds  or  pending  the  collection  of  tax  monies.  This  is  a  very 
broad  grant  of  power  that,  obviously,  should  be  restricted.  As  a  matter 
of  practical  operation  this  power  would  no  doubt  be  restricted  and  con- 
trolled by  revenues  that  could  be  pledged  as  security — operating  revenues 
and  future  bond  funds  or  tax  proceeds. 

Equality  of  Taxation 

The  Act  does  not  provide  for  equalized  assessment  of  all  property 
within  the  district,  as  a  basis  of  equity  of  any  future  taxation  for  bridge 
purposes. 

The  four  counties  to  the  north,  largely  rural  and  only  partially  de- 
veloped, probably  fix  their  assessments  at  lower  ratios  (from  true  or  100 
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per  cent  values)    than  the  claimed   50  per   cent  valuation  that  obtains 
in  San  Francisco. 

As  there  seem  to  be  many  different  bases  of  assessing  values  in  vari- 
ous cities  and  counties  in  the  State,  some  method  should  be  provided  by 
law  for  the  equalization  of  assessments  within  a  district  covering  such  a 
widespread  area  as  is  authorized  by  the  Act. 

IV— STRAUSS'  ORIGINAL  PROPOSAL 

The  Golden  Gate  bridge  project,  as  proposed  by  Joseph  B.  Strauss,  a 
Chicago  engineer,  is  to  build  a  combined  vehicular  and  interurban-rail- 
way  toll  bridge  across  the  Golden  Gate,  from  Fort  Point,  San  Francisco 
County,  to  Lime  Point  in  Marin  County.  Both  terminals  of  the  proposed 
bridge  would  be  located  on  United  States  military  reservations. 

The  proposed  location  of  the  bridge  is  slightly  over  two  miles  from 
the  open  sea,  subject  to  the  force  of  ocean  storms  and  winds.  Strong 
tidal  currents  are  created  in  the  channel,  in  which  the  foundations  would 
be  built,  by  the  ebb  and  flow  of  tide  water  for  the  entire  bay  area  of 
over  300  square  miles,  which  sweeps  through  the  channel  at  a  maximum 
rate  of  about  nine  feet  per  second. 

The  accompanying  sketch  is  a  reproduction  of  the  designer's  outline 
of  the  proposed  structure,  showing  also  the  proposed  location  of  piers  off 
the  San  Francisco  and  Marin  shores  of  the  Golden  Gate. 


The  map  on  page  19  shows  the  proposed  location  of  the  brioge  and 
existing  and  proposed  ferry  routes  between  San  Francisco  and  Marin 
Counties.  It  shows  also  the  tentative  locations  of  two  proposed  bridges 
across  the  upper  bay,  north  of  San  Quentin  Point,  between  Marin  and 
Contra  Costa  Counties. 
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The  Golden  Gate  bridge  project  as  originally  proposed,  includes  only 
the  bridge  itself,  without  specific  provision  for  vehicular  approaches, 
interurban  transit  facilities  and  connections,  and  possibly  terminals,  as 
elements  of  the  project. 

The  bridge  project  was  originally  estimated  to  cost  $17,250,000, 
divided  as  follows: 

Table  I — Strauss'  Estimate  of  Cost 

Superstructure   $13,773,000 

Superstructure,    foundation    2,477,000 

General  and   miscellaneous,  including   engineering 1,000,000 

Total  cost $17,250,000 

According  to  the  City  Engineer,  however,  this  first  estimate  has  been 
increased  to  approximately  $25,000,000  and  the  design  of  the  bridge 
altered  at  his  suggestion. 

The  above  estimate  was  based  on  a  4000'foot  main  span  and  two  1320' 
foot  side  spans,  making  the  bridge,  with  approaches,  1.6  miles  in  length. 
A  width  of  80  feet  was  proposed  to  provide  for  two  lines  of  interurban 
cars,  four  automobile  lanes,  and  two  seven-foot  pedestrian  walks.  This 
design  provides  for  200  feet  of  clear  height  over  water  level  for  the 
passage  of  ocean  vessels. 

The  general  features  of  the  project,  including  location  and  height, 
have  been  tentatively  approved  by  the  War  Department,  subject  to  the 
consideration  of  detailed  plans  when  the  project  is  completely  studied 
and  outlined  in  detail.  It  is  only  after  the  district  has  made  its  investiga' 
tion  and  its  determination  of  a  specific  project  at  a  specific  site  that  the 
proposal  can  be  considered  by  and  receive  the  ofiicial  approval  of  the 
War  Department. 

The  design  as  proposed  includes  two  main  piers  200  feet  from  base 
to  top,  on  each  of  which  a  steel  tower  747  feet  high  would  be  erected, 
making  the  total  bridge  height  950  feet,  only  34  feet  less  than  the  Eiffel 
Tower  in  Paris. 

Vehicular  and  Railway  Connections 

The  plan  as  outlined  does  not  detail  one  of  the  important  factors 
affecting  the  total  cost  of  the  complete  project — vehicular  approaches  and 
transit  connections. 

The  Strauss  report,  in  dealing  with  highway  approaches,  states:  "The 
California  Highway  Commission  will  no  doubt  build  the  necessary  roads 
to  connect  the  north  (Marin  County)  end  of  the  bridge  to  the  existing 
highways  and  improve  the  latter  for  the  increased  traffic  they  will  bear." 

The  report  in  dealing  with  interurban  transit  connections  states:  "The 
Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  would  no  doubt  build  an  electric  extension 
to  connect  with  the  north  end  of  the  bridge  ....  or  the  bridge  corpora- 
tion itself  would  build  and  operate  a  line  connecting  the  north  end  of 
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MAP  OF 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY 


SHOWING  PROPOSED 


GOLDEN  GATE  BRIDGE 

LEGEND 
B  H  B  B  B   Proposed  Bridges 
•  •••*•    Existing  Ferries  to  Marin  County 
O  O  O  O  O  O    Proposed  Ferry  to  Marin  County 
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the   bridge   with   the   Northwestern    Pacific   Railroad    at    SausaHto   and 
Tiburon." 

Obviously,  vehicular  approaches  will  have  to  be  considered  and  may 
have  to  be  provided  for,  as  elements  of  the  proposed  project,  particularly 
if  such  approaches  on  the  Marin  County  side  require  the  construction 
of  vehicular  tunnels. 

In  addition,  it  will  be  necessary  to  build  interurban  rapid  transit 
facilities,  or  to  plan  these  and  arrange  for  their  independent  construction 
and  operation.  Such  facilities  will  require  connection  with  the  existing 
electric  railway  system  serving  the  Marin  communities. 

Necessary  interurban  transit  facilities  and  connections  on  the  San 
Francisco  side  may  be  complicated  and  costly  if  they  are  to  be  accessible 
to  the  business  area,  or  are  to  be  tied  in  with  any  terminal — such,  for 
example,  as  the  Ferry  Building  or  the  proposed  loop-terminal  layout  rec 
ommended  by  a  special  Board  of  Engineers  as  a  part  of  the  proposed  San 
Francisco-Alameda  (East  Bay)  bridge  project. 

The  necessity  of  designing  such  interurban  connections  so  as  to  avoid 
city  traffic  interference  and  delays  may  further  complicate  and  add  to  the 
cost  of  these  elements  of  the  project. 

The  report,  referred  to  hereinafter,  of  Wing,  Pope  and  Fogelstrom, 
consulting  engineers  of  San  Francisco,  retained  by  opponents  of  the 
project,  estimates  the  cost  of  railway  and  highway  approaches  and  con- 
tingencies as  $3,603,000 — $3,174,000  for  rail  connections  and  $429,000 
for  highways. 

The  City  Engineer  has  made  no  detailed  estimates  of  the  cost  of  the 
completed  project,  but  asserts  that  two  tunnels  of  over  one-half  mile  in 
length  will  have  to  be  built  through  the  hills  in  Marin  County  to  reach 
the  existing  highways  north  of  Sausalito  and  avoid  congestion  at  the  latter 
point. 

V— MAGNITUDE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

One  of  the  most  important  factors  affecting  the  formulation  of  plans 
for  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge  is  that  the  length  of  clear  span  of 
structure,  as  proposed  or  that  may  be  required,  is  greater  than  that  of 
any  bridge  heretofore  built  or  proposed. 

Suspension  bridges  built  or  under  construction  in  the  United  States 
with  a  clear  span  of  1400  feet  or  more  are  shown  in  the  following  table, 
together  with  the  cost  of  each. 

In  addition  there  is  the  Quebec  Bridge,  cantilever  type,  1800-foot 
main  span,  the  cost  of  which  is  not  available. 

The  tabulation  shows,  as  engineers  have  pointed  out,  that  the  Golden 
Gate  bridge,  as  proposed,  is  a  structure  beyond  existing  engineering 
experience,  although  it  is  not  considered  an  engineering  impossibility. 
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Table  II- 

-Long  Span  Bridges 

Bridge 

Manhattan 

New   York   City 

Span 

1470 

Date 

1910 

Cost 

$16,698,189 
14,386,516 

Construction 
Land 

Brooklyn 

New  York  City 

1595 

1883 

$17,909,412 
7,185,165 

Construction 
Land 

Williamsburg 
New  York  City 

1600 

1904 

$15,091,497 
9,096,593 

Construction 
Land 

Bear  Mountain 
50  miles  north  of 
New  York  City 

1632 

1924 

Delaware  River 
Philadelphia,  Pa.- 
Camden,  N.  J. 

1750 

1926 

$25,924,003 
11,287,166 

Construction 
Land 

Hudson   River 
New  York  City 

3500 

Under 

Construction 
$70,000,000 

Estimate 

Golden  Gate 

4010 

Proposed  $   25,000,00C 

)   Strauss  Estimate 

110,000,000  Wing,   Pope   and 

Fogelstrom  Estimate 

The  point  is  made,  however, — as  discussed  in  detail  hereinafter — that 
the  necessary  or  minimum  length  of  the  main  span  is  the  controlling 
element  of  the  cost  of  the  proposed  project;  that,  from  the  standpoint  of 
safety,  the  necessary  length  of  the  main  span  influences  the  necessary 
width  of  the  proposed  structure;  and  that  these  two  factors,  plus  founda- 
tion costs,  will  determine  the  cost  of  the  project. 

VI— OPINIONS  OF  ENGINEERING  AUTHORITIES 

The  only  available  reports  of  local  engineering  authorities  that  have 
studied  the  proposed  project  indicate  that  the  project,  thus  far,  has  been 
incompletely  formulated  and  that  insufficient  data  exist  to  develop  accu' 
rate  plans.  They  recommend  a  thorough  investigation  of  the  project, 
foundation,  structural  conditions,  etc.,  before  any  definite  steps  are  taken 
to  further  develop  the  proposed  project. 

The  Joint  Council  of  Engineering  Societies  of  San  Francisco,  on  March 
9,  1926,  issued  the  following  report: 

"The  Joint  Council  of  Engineering  Societies  of  San  Francisco,  having 
considered  all  the  data  available  on  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge,  con- 
cludes: 

"1.  That  the  project  for  bridging  the  Golden  Gate  has  not  as  yet  been 
adequately  investigated,   and 

"2.  The  Council  does  not  approve  of  the  methods  by  which  plans  for 
the  district  have  thus  far  been  advanced. 

"The   Council   believes   that   any   project   for  bridging  the   Golden   Gate 
should  first   have   a  proper  investigation   by   a   commission   of   not   less   than 
three    competent    bridge    engineers.     This    investigation,    necessary    studies, 
including  test  borings,  would  probably  cost  not  less  than  $500,000. 
"Having  made  such  studies,  it  would  then  be  possible, 

"A — To  determine  the  type  of  bridge  that  would  be  feasible,  and 
"B — To  determine  plans  and  estimates  of  cost. 

"Only  after  obtaining  such  data  would  it  be  possible  to  make  an  eco- 
nomic study  of  whether  the  cost  of  such  a  project  would  be  justified.  These 
data  and  this  economic  study,  in  the  opinion  of  the  council,  are  unques- 
tionably preliminaries  to  the  formation  of  a  bridge  district  on  a  sound  and 
economic  basis." 
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C.  E.  Grunsky,  consulting  engineer  and  former  City  Engineer  of  San 
Francisco,  states:  "The  Engineering  Council  of  San  Francisco  is  quite 
right  when  it  contends  for  a  comprehensive,  economic  and  engineering 
study  before  San  Francisco  and  the  north  bay  counties  commit  them- 
selves definitely  to  the  construction  of  a  Golden  Gate  Bridge." 

VII— FACTORS  AFFECTING  DESIGN 

A  group  of  consulting  engineers  of  San  Francisco,  consisting  of  J.  B. 
Pope,  Col.  Chas.  B.  Wing  and  W.  J.  H.  Fogelstrom,  was  employed  by 
taxpayers  of  Sonoma  County  to  make  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  proposed 
Golden  Gate  bridge  project,  in  order  that  the  taxpayers  of  the  various 
communities  in  the  district  might  have  an  understanding  of  the  estimated 
total  cost  of  the  project,  the  estimated  revenue  to  be  obtained  from  tolls, 
and  the  estimated  annual  amounts  to  be  raised  by  general  taxation. 

The  report  of  these  engineers  contains  a  discussion  of  factors  that 
influence  cost  estimates  and  an  estimate  of  probable  revenue  to  be  obtained 
from  tolls  of  the  Golden  Gate  bridge.  A  supplementary  report  contains 
all  of  the  data  and  methods  used  in  deriving  the  figures  used  in  the  report. 

Foundations 

The  report,  in  discussing  the  effect  of  foundations  on  cost,  concludes 
that  the  main  piers  of  a  4010'foot  span  would  have  to  be  approximately 
940  feet  from  shore  at  Fort  Point  and  400  feet  at  Lime  Point,  and  that, 
at  such  locations,  the  piers  would  be  in  water  75  feet  deep  and  exposed 
to  heavy  seas  from  the  outer  harbor.  The  report  states  that  the  cost  of 
sinking  the  required  caissons,  estimated  as  105  feet  wide  and  257  feet 
long,  is  not  known,  even  if  it  be  assumed  that  suitable  material  on  which 
to  rest  the  caissons  is  found  at  a  depth  of  100  feet.  The  estimate  given 
by  these  engineers  for  piers  and  anchorage  for  cables  is  $28,800,500. 

According  to  the  report,  a  study  of  U.  S.  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey 
records  of  rock  formation  at  the  bridge  site,  indicates  that  test  borings 
might  show  the  proposed  pier  sites  to  be  entirely  unsuited  for  foundation 
purposes  except  at  prohibitive  cost. 

Span  and  Width 

The  report  further  states  that  if  the  conclusions  drawn  from  this 
preliminary  examination  prove  to  be  correct,  a  4010'foot  span  at  this 
location  would  require  piers  and  anchors  to  extend  to  great  depth,  or  to 
have  large  areas  in  order  to  secure  firm  foundations,  and  such  a  span, 
therefore,  would  probably  prove  impracticable.  On  the  basis  of  founda- 
tion conditions  as  assumed  by  the  preliminary  examination,  the  report 
concludes  that  a  span  of  4600  feet  is  barely  feasible,  and,  neglecting 
economic  considerations,  that  a  span  of  at  least  5000  feet  would  be  re- 
quired. 

It  is  also  pointed  out  that  if  the  cost  of  a  bridge  varies  as  the  square 
of  the  span,  as  contended  by  eminent  bridge  engineers  quoted  in  the 
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report,  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge  with  a  40 10- foot  span — should 
this  prove  to  be  feasible — would  cost  31  per  cent  more  than  the  Hudson 
River  Bridge  with  a  3500'foot  span,  and  that  the  cost,  so  estimated, 
would  be  about  $92,000,000. 

The  report  includes  a  discussion  of  the  "effect  of  width  between 
trusses  on  the  cost,"  citing  the  Hudson  River  Bridge,  3500'foot  span  and 
107'foot  width,  and  contending  that  minimum  width  is  determined  by 
questions  of  lateral  stability  rather  than  by  traffic  requirements.  It  is 
contended  that  the  width  of  the  proposed  structure  should  be  one'thirty 
third  or  at  least  one-thirtyfifth  of  the  length  of  the  span,  and  that,  on 
this  basis,  a  4010--foot  span  would  have  to  be  designed  with  a  width  of 
at  least  121  feet,  instead  of  80  feet  as  proposed  by  Strauss. 

The  report  also  states  that  "the  cost  of  long  span  bridges  is  so  great 
that  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  their  construction  will  seldom  justify 
the  expense  that  has  to  be  incurred."  (This  conclusion  seems  to  disregard 
the  ever-growing  density  of  modern  traffic,  and  the  economic  necessity  of 
enhanced  facilities  therefor.)  It  is  stated  that  only  seven  bridges  of  over 
1400'foot  main  span  have  been  built,  five  of  which  are  between  thickly 
settled  communities  closely  adjacent  to  the  bridge. 

VIII— ESTIMATES  OF  COST 

As  previously  stated,  the  Strauss  original  estimate  of  cost  was  $17,' 
250,000,  later  increased  to  $25,000,000. 

After  discussing  factors  affecting  costs,  such  as  traffic  requirements, 
terminal  approaches  for  interurban  trains  and  vehicles,  clearance  required 
for  navigation  or  height  of  structure  above  water  level,  the  Wing,  Pope 
and  Fogelstrom  report  concludes  that  "the  length  of  span  is  the  most 
important  factor  in  determining  costs  of  structures  of  the  magnitude  of 
the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge." 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  proposed  structure,  if  it  can  be  built  with  a 

span  of  4010  feet,  is  given  as  follows: 

Table  III — Wing  and  Associates'  Cost  Estimates 

Cost  of  main  piers,  anchors  and  contingencies $31,438,200 

Cost  of  rail  approaches 3,174,373 

Cost  of  highway  approaches 429,481 

Cost  of  bridge  superstructure  and  contingencies 41,047,19? 

Administration  and  engineering   during   construction 6,467,586 

Total  cost  of  construction $82,556,835 

The  report  adds  $2,000,000  to  the  above  figure  for  cost  of  preHminary 
organization  and  investigation,  and  $27,787,943  for  interest  during  con' 
struction,  bringing  the  total  cost  of  the  project  to  $112,344,778. 

Increase  in  Height 
The  design  on  which  the  above  estimates  are  predicated  calls  for  a 
clear  height  above  high  water  of  220  feet  at  piers  and  240  feet  at  center 
of  span.  The  Strauss  original  proposal  contemplated  a  clear  height  of 
only  200  feet  at  center  of  span.  This  has  had  the  preliminary  informal 
approval  of  the  War  Department. 
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Obviously  this  20  per  cent  greater  height  will  add  materially  to  the 
cost.  It  probably  will  not  be  required.  The  data  included  in  the  report 
of  the  Board  of  Engineers  on  the  proposed  East  Bay  bridge  shows  the 
maximum  mast  height  of  ships  using  San  Francisco  Bay  as  177J/2  feet, 
for  the  "Belgenland";  also,  that  only  three  ships  (of  the  "Leviathan" 
giant-liner  class)  have  mast  heights  exceeding  195  feet.  Maximum  funnel 
heights  are  listed  as  150  feet. 

Battleships  passing  under  the  135'foot  Brooklyn  Bridge  are  rigged  to 
unship  their  top  structures  (radio  masts)  for  the  passage.  In  the  possible 
event  of  a  ship  with  mast-height  exceeding  200  feet  desiring  to  enter  the 
Bay,  such  vessed  could  temporarily  unship  its  radio  mast  or  top  mast  for 
the  passage.  For  necessary  radio  communication  with  shore,  it  could  use 
secondary  equipment.  This  would  seem  more  practical  than  to  increase 
the  bridge  height  by  20  per  cent,  with  attendant  additional  millions  in 
cost,  to  meet  a  water-borne  traffic  contingency  that  may  never  arise. 

IX— ESTIMATES  OF  TRAFFIC 

The  report  of  Wing  and  associates  includes  detailed  estimates  of 
probable  vehicular  and  passenger  traffic  across  a  proposed  bridge  from 
1939,  the  assumed  date  of  operation,  to  1980.  These  are  based  on  esti- 
mated population  and  auto  registration  for  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo  (not 
included  in  Bureau  estimates),  and  Marin  Counties,  and  estimated  trips 
per  year  per  registered  automobile,  which  estimates  in  turn  were  based 
on  known  figures  or  estimates  of  population  to  and  including  1926.  These 
estimates,  broken  up  into  a  number  of  tables,  and  including  San  Mateo 
County,  cannot  be  segregated  and  compared  with  Bureau  estimates,  here- 
inafter detailed,  which  include  only  San  Francisco  and  Marin  Counties, 
without  taking  liberties  with  the  engineers'  calculations. 

The  Wing  and  associates'  estimates  of  population  and  population 
growth,  which  constitute  the  basic  quantities  in  any  estimates  of  probable 
bridge  traffic,  are  ultra-conservative  in  comparison  with  the  population 
estimates  for  San  Francisco  which  have  been  compiled  by  the  Bureau  for 
a  number  of  years  for  its  own  use.  Bureau  estimates  of  population  have 
been  compiled  as  the  average  of  definitely  known  factors  which  can  be 
logically  considered  as  accurately  reflecting  population  growth,  such  as 
water  service  connections,  average  daily  school  attendance,  names  listed  in 
directory,  and  permits  issued  for  home  accommodations.  These  several 
factors  have  been  checked  against  1910  and  1920  Census  figures  and  have 
been  found  to  conform  closely  thereto;  therefore,  they  have  been  used  as  a 
basis  for  calculating  population  between  census  years. 

Bureau  Estimates 

The  following  Table  IV  shows:  (1)  San  Francisco  and  Marin  County 
population  as  estimated  by  the  Bureau  from  1926  to  1960;  (2)  Bureau 
estimates  of  number  of  registered  automobiles  in  the  territory  for  the 
same  period,  which  figures  are  derived  in  part  from  population  growth; 
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(3)  Bureau  estimates  of  prospective  passenger  vehicle  traffic  over  a  pre 
posed  bridge;  and  (4)  Bureau  estimates  of  gross  revenue  from  such  traffic, 
at  present  ferry  rates,  plus  an  arbitrary  estimate,  discussed  hereinafter, 
for  "foot  passenger"  revenue. 

Population 

The  rate  of  growth  in  San  Francisco's  population,  as  estimated  by  the 
Bureau  for  the  seven-year  period  1920-1926,  is  projected  to  1940  on  the 
assumption  that  with  the  developmental  effect  of  the  Duboce  Tunnel, 
new  boulevards,  etc.,  the  rate  of  growth  as  calculated  during  the  past 
seven  years  will  continue  for  the  next  ten  to  fifteen  years.  Beyond  1940, 
increase  in  San  Francisco's  population  is  calculated  as  a  flat  annual  increase 
of  35,175  people  per  year,  the  estimated  average  annual  increase  for  the 
period  1930-1940. 

No  effort  was  made  to  estimate  Marin  County  population  growth 
separately.  This  is  calculated  as  5.4  per  cent  of  the  San  Francisco  popu- 
lation, the  ratio  as  shown  by  the  1920  census.  This  basis  of  estimate  of 
growth  in  Marin  County  population  is  conservative,  in  that  it  makes  no 
attempt  to  include  any  future  unusual  development  in  Marin  County. 

Auto  Registration 

Estimates  of  growth  in  automobile  registration  for  San  Francisco  and 
Marin  Counties  are  based  on  actual  annual  registration  for  the  seven  years 
1920-1926,  and  the  assumption  that  the  same  rate  of  growth  would  con- 
tinue annually  until  the  so-called  ""saturation  point"  is  reached.  This  is 
variously  estimated  as  from  3  to  2.5  persons  per  machine,  or  333  to  400 
automobiles  per  1000  population. 

It  has  been  estimated  (East  Bay  Bridge  report)  that  automobile  reg- 
istration throughout  the  State  approximated  333  machines  per  1000  popu- 
lation in  1926,  and  that  automobile  registration  in  Los  Angeles  County 
in  1926  was  in  the  ratio  of  2.1  or  475  machines  per  1000  population. 

For  conservatism  of  auto-registration  estimates,  the  Bureau  used  a 
"saturation  point"  of  three  persons  per  machine,  or  333  machines  per 
1000  population.  At  the  rate  of  grov^h  that  obtained  for  the  period 
1920-1926,  this  "saturation  point"  would  be  reached  in  1936.  Beyond 
1936,  automobile  registration  is  estimated  as  increasing  in  direct  ratio  to 
the  growth  of  population. 

Motor  Vehicle  Passengers 

Motor  vehicle  passengers,  who  are  charged  separate  rates  on  the 
ferries,  are  not  estimated  separately.  The  number  of  passengers  per  motor 
vehicle  slowly  decreased  from  an  average  of  2.51  in  1921  to  2.47  in  1926. 
For  the  purposes  of  conservatism  of  these  estimates,  motor  vehicle  pas- 
sengers are  estimated  as  2.2  per  motor  vehicle,  which  factor  is  used 
throughout  the  estimates  from  1927  to  1960. 

At   present   ferry  rates,   60c  per  passenger  automobile  and    15c  per 
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passenger,  this  represents  an  average  fare  of  93c  per  machine.  This  rate 
has  been  used  in  estimates,  shown  later,  of  prospective  bridge  revenue  to 
be  derived  from  passenger  vehicle  traffic. 

Trips  per  Machine 

As  a  basis  for  estimating  the  increase  in  automobile  travel  between 
San  Francisco  and  Marin  Counties  after  1926 — the  last  year  for  which 
figures  are  available— a  factor  of  6.2  trips  per  year  for  each  registered 
automobile  in  the  area  is  used.  This  was  the  actual  ratio  for  1926.  Trips 
per  vehicle  increased  .31  per  year  for  the  four'year  period  19234926 — 
from  4.98  in  1923  to  6.2  in   1926. 

The  use  of  this  factor  of  6.2  as  a  basis  for  estimating  the  probable 
growth  in  auto  traffic  from  1926,  the  last  date  for  which  figures  are 
available,  to  1938,  the  year  prior  to  the  assumed  opening  of  a  bridge,  is 
considered  as  a  very  conservative  method  and  rate  for  the  purpose  of 
(1)  computing  estimates  of  potential  bridge  traffic  and  (2)  of  eliminating 
"commercial  vehicle"  traffic  from  the  estimates  of  traffic  available  for  a 
bridge  from  1939  on. 

"Commercial  vehicle"  traffic  in  1925  and  1926  was  less  than  10  per« 
cent  of  the  total  motor'vehicle  traffic  on  the  ferries.    It  is  commonly  con' 
sidered,  and  so  assumed  in  these  estimates,  that  such  traffic  will  be  re- 
tained by  the  ferries. 

The  ferry  routes  now  operating,  or  proposed,  between  San  Francisco 
and  Marin  Counties  have  their  terminals  located  closer  to  the  center  of 
business  activities  and  to  highway  connections  on  both  side  of  the  Bay. 
This  will  affect  the  comparative  running  time — slow  for  a  ferry  in  com- 
parison with  an  automobile  or  an  interurban  train — to  such  an  extent  that 
it  is  estimated  there  will  be  little  if  any  average  time  saving  in  favor  of  a 
bridge.  The  fact  that  the  motors  of  vehicles  are  not  running  while  being 
transported  on  the  ferries,  and  that  there  is  less  mileage  and  perhaps  less 
travel  time  to  the  respective  terminals,  are  factors  that  would  be  care- 
fully considered  by  operators  of  commercial  vehicles. 

The  Wing,  Pope  and  Fogelstrom  estimates  of  travel,  as  well  as  the 
estimates  of  the  Board  of  Engineers  employed  by  San  Francisco  to  con- 
sider East  Bay  bridge  proposals,  contemplated  a  continuous  annual  in- 
crease in  the  rate  of  travel  per  machine.  The  Wing  report  uses  a  rate  of 
7.76  trips  in  1940  and  an  increase  until  ten  trips  per  motor  vehicle  per 
year  are  reached,  which  factors  include  also  San  Mateo  County  auto  reg- 
istration. The  second-named  report  contemplated  an  increased  traffic  up 
to  fifteen  trips  per  registered  auto. 

As  previously  stated,  the  Bureau  estimates  used  the  1926  factor  of  6.2 
trips  per  year  for  each  registered  automobile  up  to  1939,  which  factor  is 
deemed  as  more  than  sufficiently  conservative  to  eliminate  truck  traffic 
conceded  to  ferries  (approximately  10  per  cent  of  total  vehicular  traffic). 
From  1939  on,  a  factor  of  8  trips  per  year  per  machine  is  used  to  repre- 
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sent  the  increase  in  travel  which  all  estimators  assume  will  occur  when 
the  greater  facility  of  a  bridge  is  provided  to  augment  exsiting  ferry- 
arteries.  This  factor  of  increase  is  estimated  as  25  per  cent  by  both  Wing, 
Pope  and  Fogelstrom  and  the  East  Bay  bridge  Board  of  Engineers,  and 
as  30  per  cent  by  the  resident  engineer  of  the  Carquinez;  Bridge.  It  is 
stated  that  both  of  these  estimates  have  been  exceeded  by  the  actual 
travel  over  the  Philadelphia'Camden  (Delaware  River)  Bridge. 

The  trends  of  increase  in  population,  auto  registration  and  auto  trips, 
as  estimated  by  the  Bureau,  are  shown  by  the  following  chart: 


Estimated  Auto  Traffic 

By  the  use  of  these  population,  automobile  registration  and  trip  fac 
tors,  automobile  travel  from  San  Francisco  to  Marin — which  grew  from 
approximately  185,000  machines  in  1920  to  850,000  machines  in  1926 — 
is  estimated  to  grow  to  over  2,184,000  passenger  vehicles  in  1938  via  the 
ferries.  In  1939,  the  assumed  first  year  of  bridge  operation,  passenger 
vehicle  traffic  is  estimated  to  increase  to  over  2,911,000,  and  in  1948,  the 
tenth  year,  to  approximately  3,750,000. 

Ferry  Competition 

In  the  following  Table  IV,  the  total  estimated  passenger  vehicle 
traffic  between  San  Francisco  and  Marin  is  allocated  as  possible  bridge 
traffic.   This  will  probably  not  happen  in  actual  fact. 

Ferries  can  probably  operate  at  lower  than  present  rates,  and  possibly 
at  lower  rates  than  a  bridge  which  requires  a  large  capital  outlay.  The 
traffic  taken  by  a  ferry  route,  in  competition  with  a  bridge  route,  is  esti' 
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mated  by  Wing,  Pope  and  Fogelstrom  as  10  per  cent  of  the  total  traffic 
available. 

No  specific  allowance  has  been  made  for  this  factor  of  ferry  compe- 
tition in  the  accompanying  table.  It  would  be  offset  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  "through  traffic",  not  reflected  in  these  estimates,  which  now  uses 
other  northern  routes  but  which  would,  in  part  at  least,  be  diverted  to 
the  San  Francisco'Marin  route,  with  the  opening  of  a  bridge. 

A  lump  sum  deduction  can  be  made  to  cover  the  diversion  of  pas- 
senger vehicle  traffic  to  ferries,  if  this  is  considered  as  necessary  for  accu- 
racy of  estimates.  This  was  not  done  because  of  the  use  of  a  low  trip 
factor  that  is  considered  as  more  than  sufficient  to  concede  all  truck  traffic 
to  ferries,  and  because  of  the  "through  traffic"  factor,  referred  to  above. 
In  addition,  estimates  such  as  these — including  several  variables  and 
projected  eleven  years  ahead  to  the  assumed  date  of  bridge  operation, 
and  then  for  several  decades  beyond — may  easily  vary  one  way  or  an- 
other from  conditions  that  will  actually  exist  at  the  time,  as  much  or  more 
than  a  percentage  intended  to  represent  diversion  of  passenger  vehicles 
to  ferry  routes. 

Foot  Passengers 

Ferry  passengers  other  than  those  carried  in  motor  vehicles — desig- 
nated as  "foot  passengers" — totaled  sHghtly  over  6,540,000  in  1926.  This 
figure  represents  a  very  slight  average  annual  decrease  since  1921. 

From  the  standpoint  of  prospective  bridge  traffic  and  revenues,  "foot 
passenger"  traffic  estimates  will  be  influenced  by  a  number  of  factors 
that  cannot  now  be  established.  If  the  existing  company  now  operating 
Marin  County  interurban  lines  and  connecting  ferry  lines  can  co-operate 
in  the  construction  or  operation  of  an  interurban  line  across  the  pro- 
posed bridge,  a  large  part  of  such  traffic  can  be  considered  as  pros- 
pective bridge  traffic.  If  such  co-operation  is  not  possible,  and  an  inde- 
pendent interurban  line  should  be  built  and  operated  over  the  proposed 
bridge,  the  probable  volume  of  "foot-passenger"  traffic  via  a  bridge  could 
hardly  be  estimated.  The  bulk  of  this  traffic  might  be  better  served  by 
existing  ferry  lines  as  an  incident  to  commutation,  or  interurban  or  rail- 
way travel,  for  which  the  rate  of  fare  would  include  ferry  transportation 
to  San  Francisco. 

Such  "foot  passenger"  traffic  would  also  be  affected  by  terminal 
facilities  of  an  interurban  line  on  the  San  Francisco  side.  Unless  such  facil- 
ties  can  be  designed  to  bring  this  traffic  to  the  Ferry  Building  or  to  the 
business  district,  the  use  of  ferries  by  this  type  of  traffic  might  be  more 
convenient  than  the  use  of  a  bridge  interurban  line. 

Because  of  the  uncertainty  relative  to  these  and  other  conditions 
affecting  "foot  passenger"  traffic,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  set  up 
annual  estimates  of  such  traffic  via  a  bridge. 

[  28  ] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 


Table  IV — Bureau  Forecast  of  Traffic  Between  San  Francisco 
and  Marin  County  and  Resulting  Revenue 
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Estimated    Rev- 
enue,   Passenper^.^ 
Veh.  Plus  "Foot --J 
Passenger"  Rev-"^ 
enue  ($100,000). 

1920  . 

1921  . 

1922  . 

1923  . 

534,018 

, 551,358 

571,440 

594,265 

108.0 
120.6 
139.4 
160.7 

57,680 
66,504 
79,662 
95,498 

(All 
3.2 
3.02 
3.57 
4.98 

Traffic) 
184,772 
201,073 
285,162 
475,811 

1924  . 

1925  . 

1926  . 

624,265 

657,045 

679,840 

179.6 
187.3 
201.8 

112,152 
123,115 
137,242 

5.05 
5.63 
6.2 

567,109 
693,776 
850,005 

1929  . 
1932  . 
1935  . 
1938  . 

752,740 

847,000 

952,000 

1,057,000 

242.9 
284. 
325.1 
333.3 

182,840 
240,548 
309,495 
352.300 

6.2 

1,133,600 
1,473,170 
1,828,710 
2,184,260 

1939- 

1939  . 

1940  . 

1941  . 

-(Assumed  date 

1,092,000 

1,127,000 

1,162,000 

of  bridge 
333.3 

operation) 
363,960 
375,600 
387,200 

(Pass'g'r 
8. 

Vehicles) 
2,911,680 
3,004,800 
3,097,500 

$2,808,000 
2,895,000 
2,981,000 

1942  . 

1943  . 

1944  . 

1,196  000 

1,231,000 

1,266  000 

" 

398,800 
410,400 
422,000 

3,190,200 
3,282,900 
3,375,600 

3,067,000 
3,153,000 
3,239,000 

1945  . 

1946  . 

1947  . 

1,300  000 

1,335,000 

, 1,370  000 

" 

433,600 
445,200 
456,800 

3,468,300 
3,561,000 
3,653,700 

3,326,000 
3,412,000 
3,498,000 

1948  . 

1949  . 

1950  . 

, 1,405,000 

1,440,000 

1,475  000 

" 

468,400 
480,000 
491,600 

3,746,400 
3,839,100 
3,931,800 

3,584,000 
3,670,000 
3,756,000 

1951  . 

1952  . 

1953  . 

1,509,000 

1,544,000 

1,579  000 

" 

503,200 
514,800 
526,400 

4,024,500 
4,117,200 
4,209,900 

3,842,000 
3,929,000 
4,015,000 

1954  . 

1955  . 

1956  . 

1,614,000 

1,648,000 

1,683  000 

" 

538,000 
549,600 
561,200 

4,302,600 
4,395,300 
4,488,000 

4,101,000 
4,187,000 
4,273,000 

1957  . 

1958  . 

1959  . 

1960  . 

1,718  000 

1,753,000 

1,788  000 

1,822,000 

" 

572,800 
584,400 
596,000 
607,300 

4,580,700 
4,673,400 
4,766,100 
4,858,400 

4,359,000 
4,445,000 
4,532,000 
4,618,000 

X— ESTIMATES  OF  REVENUE 
*'Foot  Passenger"  Revenue 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  accurately  estimate  probable  bridge  rev- 
enues to  be  derived  from  the  present  "foot  passenger"  traffic  carried  by 
ferries.    The  existing  flat  rate  for  such  traffic  is  15c.   The  average  rate  is 
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probably  lower  because,  as  previously  stated,  many  of  these  passengers 
are  carried  by  ferry  lines  as  an  incident  to  commuting,  railroad  or  inter- 
urban  travel. 

As  previously  stated,  conditions  that  would  apply  to  the  handling  of 
this  class  of  traffic  over  a  bridge,  as  contrasted  with  ferries,  are  not 
known  and  so  there  is  no  authentic  basis  for  estimating  potential  revenues 
under  this  head.  Effective  interurban  connections,  if  made  possible  by 
cooperation  with  existing  carriers,  would  probably  mean  higher  operating 
costs  to  such  carriers  for  the  handling  of  such  traffic  by  an  interurban 
railway  via  a  bridge,  than  present  ferry  operating  costs. 

In  the  absence  of  any  formulated  plans  for  construction  and  opera' 
tion  of  interurban  connections  and  the  lack  of  any  agreement  or  under- 
standing as  to  operating  costs,  revenues  per  passenger  to  be  paid  as 
bridge  revenues,  etc.,  an  arbitrary  figure  of  $100,000  per  year  has  been 
used  in  these  tables  to  represent  prospective  bridge  revenue  to  be  derived 
from  the  so'called  "foot  passenger"  traffic.  This  is  equivalent  to  6,500,000 
passengers  at  approximately  V/zc  per  passenger  (as  contrasted  with  the 
present  15c  flat  rate  on  the  ferries),  or  670,000  passengers  at  15c. 

Passenger  Vehicle  Revenue 

A  total  of  93c  per  motor  vehicle,  averaging  2.2  passengers  per  ma- 
chine, has  been  used  for  the  purpose  of  estimating  prospective  revenue 
from  motor  vehicle  travel.  This  rate  is  the  same  as  existing  ferry  rates 
(to  Sausalito)  of  60c  per  machine  and  15c  additional  for  each  passenger. 

If  ferry  rates  are  cut  to  meet  bridge  competition,  necessitating  a 
reduction  in  bridge  rates  to  get  the  maximum  volume  of  traffic,  this 
estimated  rate,  under  actual  conditions,  may  be  subject  to  considerable 
reduction.  As  an  offsetting  factor,  a  reduction  in  rates  will  produce  an 
increase  in  traffic.  This  is  strikingly  illustrated  by  the  recent  rate  cut  on 
East  Bay  auto  ferries,  which  produced  an  increase  in  1926  traffic  of  60 
per  cent  over  the  rate  of  increase  for  the  preceding  year. 

Estimated  Total  Revenues 

The  preceding  Table  IV  shows  for  each  year  the  estimated  revenue 
to  be  derived  from  motor  vehicle  traffic,  plus  the  arbitrary  estimate  of 
$100,000  per  year  revenue  from  ''foot  passengers'"  or  interurban  pas' 
sengers. 

These  estimates  indicate  gross  revenue  of  $2,808,000  for  1939,  the 
assumed  first  year  of  bridge  operation;  $3,153,000  for  1943,  the  fifth  year 
of  operation;  and  $3,584,000  for  1948,  the  tenth  year  of  operation. 

These  are  considerably  higher  than  the  estimates  of  Wing  and  asso- 
ciates, which  are  shown  in  the  following  Table  V.  The  difference  is  due 
primarily  to  wide  differences  in  the  estimates  of  future  population. 
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XI— ESTIMATES  OF  FINANCIAL  RESULTS 

The  accompanying  Table  V  shows  the  Wing  and  associates'  estimate 
of  financial  results  of  a  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge,  covering  the  period 
1939-1960.    These  estimates  are  based  on: 

(1)  An  estimated  $110,000,000  capital  cost,  including  5  per  cent  in' 
terest  during  an  eleven-year  construction  and  planning  period; 

(2)  Interest  charges  at  5  per  cent; 

(3)  Bond  redemption  charges  at  the  rate  of  lYi  per  cent  per  year 
(first  forty  years  of  operation) ; 

(4)  Maintenance  charges  at  $300,000  per  year — $240,000  for  paint- 
ing and  floor  renewals,  $45,000  for  General  Manager,  Chief  Engineer  and 
Superintendent,  and  $15,000  for  President  and  Directors; 

(5)  Collecting  tolls  and  other  operating  charges,  at  10  per  cent  of 
annual  revenue; 

(6)  Conservative  rate  of  increase  in  district  assessed  valuations  against 
which  any  deficits  would  be  levied. 

These  estimates  indicate  an  estimated  financial  burden  on  the  tax- 
payers of  the  district  of  such  magnitude  as  to  make  the  project  too  costly 
to  be  considered — $7,256,000  in  the  initial  year,  1939,  requiring  a  tax-rate 
of  53c  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation,  and  gradually  diminishing  to  1972, 

Table  V — Estimated  Financial  Results   (Wing  and  Associates) 


Year 

Estimated 
Revenue 

Estimated 
Expense 

Resulting 
Deficit 

Assessed 
Valuation 

Tax 
Rate 

1939  

1940  

....  $1,327,000 
....      1,423,000 

$8,683,000 
8,564,000 

$7,256,000 
7,141,000 

$1,369,475,000 
1,407,180.000 

.53 
.51 

1941  

1942  

1943  

....     1,520,000 
....     1,617,000 
....      1,713,000 

8,427,000 
8,299,000 
8,216,000 

6,907,000 
6,682,000 
6,503,000 

1,445,575,000 
1,483,970,000 
1,522,363,000 

.48 
.45 
.43 

1944  

1945  

1946  

....      1,810,000 
....     1,906,000 
...     2,003,000 

8,044,000 
7,916,000 
7,788,000 

6,234,000 
6,010,000 
5,785,000 

1,560,760,000 
1,599,155,000 
1,637,550,000 

.40 
.38 
.35 

1947  

1948  

...     2,099,000 
....     2,196,000 

7,660,000 
7,532,000 

5,561,000 
5,336,000 

1,675,945,000 
1,714,340,000 

.33 
.31 

1949  

1950  

1951  

....     2,292,000 
....     2,388,000 
....     2,483,000 

7,404,000 
7,277,000 
7,148,000 

5,112,000 
4,889,000 
4,665,000 

1,752,735,000 
1,791,130,000 
1,831,707,000 

.29 
.27 

.25 

1952  

1953  

1954  

....     2,579,000 
....     2,674,000 
....     2,769,000 

7,011,000 
6,893,000 
6,765,000 

4,432,000 
4,219,000 
3,996,000 

1,872,284,000 
1,912,861,000 
1,953,438,000 

.24 
.22 
.20 

1955  

1956  

1957  

....     2,864,000 
....     2,960,000 
....     3,055,000 

6,636,000 
6,508,000 
6,381,000 

3,772,000 
3,548,000 
3,326,000 

1,994,015,000 
2,034,592,000 
2,075,160,000 

.19 
.18 
.16 

1958  

1959  

1960  

....     3,150,000 
....     3,245,000 
....     3,341,000 

6,252,000 
6,125,000 
5,997,000 

3,102,000 
2,880,000 
2,656,000 

2,115,746,000 
2,156,323,000 
2,196,900,000 

.15 
.13 
.12 
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thirty-four  years  thereafter,  at  which  time  Wing  and  associates  estimate 
that  bridge  revenues  will  exceed  bridge  costs  and  charges. 

Bureau  Estimates  of  Bridge  Finances 

It  has  seemed  impracticable  to  attempt  to  apply  Bureau  estimates  of 
prospective  bridge  revenues  against  estimated  annual  expenses  and  charges 
based  on  any  given  estimate  of  cost  of  the  project. 

As  previously  stated,  the  $110,000,000  cost  estimated  by  Wing  and 
associates  is  based  on  a  240'foot  center  height  of  span  over  mean  high 
water.  This  represents  an  increase  of  20  per  cent  over  the  height  orig' 
inally  designed,  and  will  add  materially  to  the  cost.  The  additional  height 
probably  will  not  be  necessary  to  meet  navigational  requirements;  possibly 
even  a  lower  height  than  200  feet  would  be  approved. 

In  lieu  of  analysis  of  financial  results  based  on  a  specific  estimate  of 
cost,  tables  have  been  compiled  to  show  estimated  financial  results  for 
any  capital  cost  ranging  between  $25,000,000,  the  promoter's  estimate, 
and  $110,000,000,  the  Wing  estimate.  The  accompanying  Table  VI 
shows  such  estimated  results  for  1939,  1943  and  1948,  the  first,  fifth  and 
tenth  years  of  assumed  bridge  operation. 

Basis  for  Bureau  Cost  Estimates 

The  estimated  revenues  used  for  each  of  the  three  years  shown  are 
taken  from  Table  IV,  page  29.  The  methods  used  in  compiling  the  cost 
estimates  shown  in  Column  3  of  the  following  table  are  as  follows: 

Interest:  Interest  is  calculated  at  4j/2  per  cent.  This  is  slightly  higher 
than  the  present  rate  for  municipal  bonds  (estimated  at  4  per  cent).  On 
the  basis  of  retirement  of  1  /40  of  the  total  bonded  debt  each  year,  inter- 
est  is  calculated  for  the  full  cost  in  1939,  87^2  per  cent  of  the  total  for 
1943,  and  75  per  cent  of  the  total  for  1948. 

Retirement  of  Debt:  An  annual  rate  of  V/i  per  cent  of  the  total  cost 
is  used  to  retire  the  issue  in  forty  years,  as  required  by  the  Act. 

Maintenance:  For  maintenance  costs,  the  flat  rate  of  $300,000,  esti' 
mated  by  Wing  and  associates,  is  used,  although  details  of  this  seem  high. 
Of  this,  $240,000  represents  annual  painting;  this  frequency  may  not  be 
required.  Of  the  $60,000  balance,  $45,000  is  estimated  for  salaries  for 
general  manager,  chief  engineer  and  superintendent;  such  rates  probably 
will  not  prevail.  The  balance,  $15,000,  is  for  president  and  district  board 
of  directors. 

Operation:  The  estimates  of  Wing  and  associates  include  operation 
costs  as  10  per  cent  of  revenues  ($132,700  in  1939),  based  on  a  theoret- 
ical traffic  control  and  collecting  organization  for  peak-load  traffic  at  both 
ends  of  bridge  for  three  shifts  daily.  Bureau  theoretical  estimates  for  the 
same  items,  but  assuming  collection  of  tolls  at  one  point,  diminution  of 
force  after  midnight,  and  use  of  per  diem  employees  for  week-end  and 
holiday  peak-load  toll  collection,  amount  to  2.25  per  cent   ($63,200)   of 
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Table  VI — Bureau  Estimates  of  Financial  Possibilities 
(First,  Fifth  and  Tenth  Years) 
25  to  110  Million  Capital  Cost 


(1) 

(2)                            (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Tax  Rates 

Estimated 

Profit 

to  Meet 

Capital 

Estimated                    Annual 

or 

Estimated 

Costs 

Revenue                     Expense 

(— )Deflcit 

Deficits 

1939— (First  Year) 

$   25,000,000 

$2,808,000              $2,134,000 

$    674,000 

$ 

30,000,000 

2,484,000 

324,000 

3  5,000,000 

2,834,000          ( 

—      26,000) 

.001 

40,000,000 

3,184,000          ( 

—    376,000) 

.03 

43,000,000 

3,394,000          ( 

—    586,000) 

.04 

50,000,000 

3,884,000          ( 

—1,076,000) 

.08 

54,000,000 

4,164,000          ( 

—1,356,000) 

.10 

60,000,000 

4,584,000          ( 

—1,776,000) 

.13 

70,000,000 

5,284,000          ( 

—2,476,000) 

.18 

80,000,000 

5,984,000          ( 

—3,176,000) 

.23 

90,000,000 

6,684,000          ( 

—3,876,000) 

.28 

100,000,000 

7,384,000          ( 

—4,576,000) 

.33 

110,000,000 

8,084,000          ( 
1943— (Fifth  Year) 

—5,276,000) 

.38 

$   25,000,000 

$3,153,000              $2,004,000 

$1,149,000 

30,000,000 

2,326,000 

827,000 

3  5,000,000 

2,648,000 

505,000 

40,000,000 

2,970,000 

183,000 

43,000,000 

3,162,000 

—        9,000) 

50,000,000 

3,614,000 

—    461,000) 

m" 

54,000,000 

3,871,000 

[—    718,000) 

.04 

60,000,000 

4,258,000 

[— 1,105,000) 

.07 

70,000,000 

4,902,000 

(—1,749,000) 

.11 

80,000,000 

5,545,000 

(—2,393,000) 

.15 

90.000,000 

6,188,000 

(—3,035,000) 

.19 

100,000,000 

6,832,000 

(—3,679,000) 

.23 

110,000,000 

7,476,000 
1948 — (Tenth  Year) 

(—4,323,000) 

.27 

$   25,000,000 

$3,584,000              $1,876,000 

$1,708,000 

30,000,000 

2,169,000 

1,415,000 

35,000,000 

2,463,000 

1,121,000 

40,000,000 

2,757,000 

827,000 

43,000,000 

2,934,000 

650,000 

50,000,000 

3,345,000 

239,000 

54,000,000 

3,580,000 

4,000 

60,000,000 

3,993,000 

(—    349,000) 

.02" 

70,000,000 

4,521,000 

(—    937,000) 

.05 

80,000,000 

5,109,000 

(—1,525,000) 

.08 

90,000,000 

5,697,000 

(—2,103,000) 

.12 

100,000,000 

6,285,000 

(—2,701,000) 

.15 

110,000,000 

6,870,000 

(—3,286,000) 

.18 

estimated  1939  revenues.  For  the  purpose  of  these  estimates,  3  per  cent 
has  been  used,  33  per  cent  over  detailed  estimates,  and  equivalent  to 
$84,240  in  1939. 

Taxation:  Estimates  of  tax'rates  to  meet  deficits  are  based  on  Bureau 
estimates  of  assessed  valuation  for  San  Francisco  and  the  four  northern 
counties  included  in  the  proposed  district,  at  the  same  rate  of  known  in- 
crease that   obtained   for  the   eight-year  period,    1920-1927.    These   are 
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somewhat  higher  than  assessed  values  as  estimated  by  Wing  and  assc 
dates,  as  follows: 

Bureau  Wing  and  Associates 

1939  $1,404,453,000  $1,369,475,000 

1943  1,584,383,000  1,522,363,000 

1948  1,809,293,000  1,714,340,000 

Conclusions  Derived  from  Bureau  Estimates 

Dependent  on  the  accuracy  of  traffic,  revenue  and  operating  cost  esti' 
mates  on  which  the  above  tabulations  are  based,  these  indicate: 

(1)  That  if  a  bridge  could  be  built  for  approximately  $35,000,000, 
including  interest  during  construction,  it  would  carry  itself  almost  from 
the  start  of  operations; 

(2)  That  if  a  bridge  could  be  built  for  approximately  $43,000,000, 
it  would  require  district  support  for  the  first  year  to  the  extent  of  a  4c 
tax-rate,  and  would  attain  practically  a  self'supporting  basis  in  its  fifth 
year; 

(3)  That  if  a  bridge  could  be  built  for  approximately  $54,000,000, 
it  would  entail  district  support  to  the  extent  of  a  10c  tax-rate  for  the 
first  year,  and  would  be  self-supporting  in  its  tenth  year;  and 

(4)  That  if  a  bridge  would  cost  $110,000,000,  as  estimated  by  Wing 
and  associates,  it  would  require  district  support  from  the  start,  ranging 
from  a  tax-rate  of  38c  the  first  year  to  18c  the  tenth  year  and  5c  the 
twentieth  year,  and  would  not  carry  itself  until  the  24th  year. 

The  traffic  and  revenue  estimates  from  which  the  above  conclusions 
are  derived  are  conservatively  estimated,  except  possibly  for  the  effect 
of  ferry  competition  on  bridge  traffic  and  rates.  The  estimates,  by  the  use 
of  a  very  low  "'trip-factor",  contemplate  that  commercial  vehicle  traffic 
will  be  retained  by  the  ferries. 

The  "trip  factor"  used  is  considered  also  as  sufficiently  low  to  offset 
passenger  vehicle  traffic  that  would  be  retained  by  the  ferries.  The  Wing 
and  associates'  estimates  concede  only  10  per  cent  of  total  traffic  to  the 
ferries;  this  is  practically  equivalent  to  the  "commercial  vehicle"  traffic. 

Other  informal  estimates  consider  that  as  much  as  30  per  cent  to  40 
per  cent  of  all  traffic  would  be  retained  by  the  ferries.  If  this  should 
prove  to  be  the  case.  Bureau  estimates  of  bridge  traffic  and  revenues 
would  be  excessive,  and  the  conclusions  based  thereon  would  have  to  be 
modified. 

Traffic  and  Revenue  Based  on  "Maximum  Assumptions" 

All  estimates,  such  as  the  foregoing,  extending  years  into  the  future, 
are  necessarily  speculative.  Auto  registration  estimates  on  which  traffic 
estimates  are  based  are  considered  as  conservative,  assuming  a  maximum 
of  333  machines  per  1000  population,  although  higher  figures  are  used 
by  some  estimators.  It  is  estimated  that  a  higher  ratio  now  prevails  in 
Los  Angeles. 
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Traffic  estimates  used  by  the  Bureau  are  conservative  in  the  number 
of  trips  per  year  per  vehicle,  being  Hmited  to  a  maximum  of  8,  as  con' 
trasted  with  a  maximum  of  8.8  (for  San  Francisco,  Marin  and  San  Mateo 
Counties)  used  by  Wing,  Pope  and  Fogelstrom,  and  14.8  used  by  the 
Board  of  Engineers  in  considering  a  proposed  East  Bay  bridge.  They  are 
Hkewise  conservative  in  that  they  do  not  include  "through  travel"  which 
would  be  diverted  from  interior  routes  by  the  proposed  bridge. 

In  addition,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  develop  estimates  to  reprc 
sent  traffic  and  revenues  therefrom  that  would  be  created  by  an  enhanced 
development  in  Marin,  Sonoma  and  other  northern  counties. 

A  higher  volume  of  traffic,  and  consequently  higher  revenue  estimates 
than  those  used  by  the  Bureau,  can  be  produced  by  using  "maximum 
assumptions".  The  Bureau  has  used  333  autos  per  1000  population  as 
the  "saturation  point"  or  maximum  of  auto  registration;  also  8  trips  per 
year  per  registered  auto  in  San  Francisco  and  Marin  Counties. 

Some  estimates  use  400  machines  per  1000  population  as  the  "satura- 
tion point"  of  auto  registration.  If  this  factor  is  used,  and  if  the  average 
number  of  trips  per  auto  should  be  estimated  at  the  rate  of  increase  that 
actually  applied  for  the  period  1923'1926,  and  this  projected  to  1939 
(15.8  trips  per  registered  auto,  less  10  per  cent  for  commercial  vehicles, 
14.2  trips),  the  following  lump  sum  estimates  would  be  produced  ("foot 
passenger"  revenue  considered  as  in  the  detailed  estimates,  at  $100,000 
per  year) : 

Table  VII — Traffic  and  Revenue  Based  on  "Maximum  Assumptions" 

Registered  Motor  Vehicle 

Year  Autos  Trips  Revenue 

1939   436,800  6,300,000  $5,860,000 

1943   492,400  7,100,000  6,603,000 

1948   562,000  8,100,000  7,533,000 

The  following  Table  VIII  shows  the  estimates  of  gross  revenue,  (1) 
as  developed  by  Wing  and  associates;  (2)  as  developed  and  used  by  the 
Bureau;  and  (3)  as  developed  by  the  use  of  "maximum  assumptions" 
referred  to  above,  but  not  used. 

Table  VIII — Estimates  of  Gross  Revenue 

Wing  Based  on 

Year                                             and  "Maximum 

Associates  Bureau  "Assumptions" 

1939_   1st  year   $1,327,000  $2,808,000  $5,860,000 

1943_  5th  year  1,713,000  3,153,000  6,603,000 

1948— 10th  year  2,196,000  3,584,000  7,533,000 

If  the  "maximum  assumptions"  referred  to  above  should  be  used, 
estimates  of  gross  revenue  would  be  increased  approximately  as  follows: 

1939,   increased  revenues $3,052,000 

1943,  increased  revenues 3,450,000 

1948,  increased  revenues 3,949,000 
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With  such  revenue: 

(1)  A  bridge  costing  $78,000,000  would  pay  almost  from  the  start; 

(2)  A  bridge  costing  $97,000,000  would  practically  carry  itself  in  its 
fifth  year,  and  would  incur  a  deficit  in  its  first  year,  requiring  slightly  over 
a  9c  tax  for  district  support;  and 

(3)  A  bridge  costing  $110,000,000,  as  estimated  by  Wing  and  associ- 
ates, would  practically  carry  itself  in  its  eighth  year,  and  would  require 
prior  district  support,  ranging  downward  from  a  district  tax  of  about  16c 
for  its  first  year. 

Summary  of  Financial  Possibilities 

If  the  traffic  and  revenue  estimates  outlined  in  the  preceding  Tables 
IV  and  VI  are  of  value  as  prospective  or  minimum  approximations,  and 
if  the  capital  cost  estimates  of  Wing  and  associates  are  likewise  of  value 
as  approximations — then  it  would  appear  that  the  construction  and  oper' 
ation  of  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge  would  require  tax  subsidy  for 
a  certain  period,  dependent  on  cost,  after  it  is  completed  and  opened. 

Greater  traffic  and  a  lower  capital  cost  would  modify  this  conclusion. 

The  proposed  bridge  would  therefore  seem  to  merit  consideration  at 
this  time,  primarily  from  the  standpoint  of  its  possible  developmental 
value,  with  such  developmental  value  appraised  in  relation  to  the  willing' 
ness  and  ability  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  proposed  district  to  support  the 
project  until  it  is  on  a  self-supporting  basis. 

As  a  district-financed  project,  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge  must 
be  considered  in  relation  to  other  municipal  projects  that  will  require 
bond-issue  financing.  Municipal  bond  sales  are  largely  controlled  by  a 
New  York  law  governing  the  investments  of  New  York  State  financial 
institutions. 

Under  the  New  York  law,  municipal  bonds  are  not  legal  for  New 
York  savings  bank  and  insurance  company  investments,  if  the  bonds  of 
a  municipality,  exclusive  of  water  bonds  but  plus  a  pro-rata  of  the 
municipality's  district  obligations,  exceed  7  per  cent  of  such  municipality's 
assessed  valuation. 

XII— DEVELOPMENTAL  BENEFITS 

The  accompanying  map,  based  on  data  compiled  and  maps  prepared 
by  Charles  H.  Lee,  local  consulting  hydrauHc  engineer,  shows  the  limited 
areas  in  part  of  the  proposed  bridge  district — Marin  and  part  of  Sonoma 
and  Napa  Counties — that  are  considered  as  available  for  "intensive" 
development. 

The  development  of  Marin  and  other  northern  counties,  the  stimu- 
lation of  local  traffic  thereby,  the  creation  of  new  "through  traffic",  and 
the  vehicular  and  interurban  transit  advantages  offered  by  the  proposed 
bridge  will  determine  future  traffic  over  a  bridge.    The  estimated  value 
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of  these  will  directly  affect  any  estimate  of  the  value  of  a  bridge  to  San 
Francisco  and  the  territory'  to  the  north. 

The  ratio  of  trips  per  year  per  automobile  registered  in  the  San 
Francisco  peninsula  and  the  northern  counties  area  would  no  doubt  be 
increased  materially  by  the  facility'  offered  by  a  bridge.  As  stated  in  a 
previous  chapter,  this  has  been  estimated  as  25  per  cent  or  30  per  cent 
over  the  normal  increase  in  tral£c  \*ia  ferries,  on  the  basis  of  analysis  of 
traffic  over  other  bridges  that  have  paralleled  ferry  routes. 

Existing  ferry  transportation  has  been  bettered  during  recent  years 
under  the  stimulus  of  competition.  It  is  probably  of  as  good  a  quality- 
as  can  be  expected  in  consideration  of  the  conditions  under  which  ferries 
must  operate.    The  fear  of  fog,  storms,  accident  hazards  and  long  delays 


at  times  of  peak-load  traffic  have  had  the  effect  of  curtailing  travel  be- 
tween San  Francisco  and  the  northern  counties  under  the  existing  con- 
ditions  invoK-ing  ferry  transportation. 

A  bridge  would  remove  these  traffic  barriers.  It  would  probably 
stimulate  an  increase  in  population  in  Marin  County  and  an  increase  in 
travel  between  San  Francisco  and  Marin,  due  to  Marin's  development. 
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From  the  standpoint  of  bridge  traffic  and  revenues,  this  is  a  factor  that 
can  hardly  be  estimated.  On  the  other  hand,  Marin  and  other  northern 
counties,  served  by  a  toll  bridge,  would,  in  a  sense,  be  in  competition 
with  the  Peninsula  area  to  the  south  of  San  Francisco,  served  by  "free" 
boulevards.  The  effect  of  such  competition  could  only  be  assumed.  In 
the  event  of  an  East  Bay  (San  Francisco- Alameda)  bridge,  this  would 
also  be  a  competitive  factor. 

A  major  developmental  factor  of  a  Golden  Gate  bridge  that  cannot 
be  measured  and  that  would  require  years  to  develop,  is  the  probable 
stimulation  of  growth  in  the  entire  northern  section  of  the  State.  This 
is,  as  yet,  almost  entirely  rural,  awaiting  the  development  of  new  arteries 
and  improved  transportation.  A  Golden  Gate  bridge  would  probably 
prove  to  be  a  mighty  developmental  factor  for  this  region. 

XIII— SUMMARY 
Lack  of  Basic  Data 

Engineering  opinions  on  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  bridge  project, 
for  the  most  part,  are  in  agreement  that  a  lack  of  basic  data  makes  an 
investigation  imperative  before  plans  can  be  drawn  and  estimates  made, 
on  the  basis  of  known  factors  that  will  affect  design  and  cost;  also  that 
the  proposed  project  should  not  be  launched  until  it  has  been  deemed 
feasible  after  a  study  by  the  most  competent  and  experienced  engineers 
obtainable. 

An  investigation  of  the  proposed  project  is  desirable  in  the  light  of 
the  possible  value  of  the  project  to  San  Francisco,  the  northern  counties, 
and  the  State  as  a  whole,  if  it  proves  to  be  practicable.  If  such  investiga' 
tion  indicates  that  the  project  may  not  be  financially  feasible  at  the  present 
time,  the  information  thus  gained  will  be  useful  at  any  future  time  when 
the  project  can  be  taken  up. 

Conclusions  of  Engineering  Survey 

An  analysis  by  engineers  retained  by  groups  opposing  the  proposed 
project,  indicates  that  the  project  may  cost  several  times  the  amount 
originally  estimated;  that,  due  to  unknown  foundation  conditions,  it  may 
present  engineering  difficulties  of  greater  magnitude  than  were  contem' 
plated  in  the  original  proposal;  and  that  estimated  revenues  will  fall  short 
of  expenses  for  the  first  thirtyfour  years  of  operation. 

If  the  indications  growing  out  of  this  analysis  are  substantiated  by 
thorough  investigation  of  foundation  conditions,  necessities  of  design, 
probable  cost,  etc.,  the  magnitude  of  the  problem  will  be  materially 
increased  over  and  beyond  its  extent  as  originally  conceived. 

Traffic  and  Revenue  Estimates  Speculative 

Estimates  of  probable  traffic  and  revenues  must  be  based  on  (1)  pop- 
ulation,  auto  registration  and  recent  growth  of  traffic  over  existing  ferry 
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routes,  (2)  the  estimated  development  of  these  quantities  during  the 
eleven  years  estimated  as  the  planning  and  construction  period  for  a 
bridge,  and  (3)  estimates  of  the  amount  of  additional  traffic  that  will  be 
created  by  such  a  nev^  artery,  and  an  accelerated  rate  of  traffic  increase 
that  a  bridge,  in  contrast  with  the  ferries,  will  have. 

Bureau  estimates  are  materially  higher  than  those  of  the  group  of 
engineers  who  have  studied  the  project  for  the  opponents.  All  such 
estimates  are  necessarily  speculative;  only  actual  figures  in  future  years 
can  prove  their  accuracy. 

Bridge  District  Laws 

The  Bureau  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  organization  and  powers  of  the 
proposed  bridge  district  board,  under  the  Statute  of  1923  and  as  amended 
in  1925,  can  and  should  be  improved  by  further  amendment  relative  to 
the  method  of  choosing  directors,  the  powers  of  taxation  for  district 
purposes,  the  powers  of  the  district  directors  to  incur  indebtedness  and 
to  borrow  money,  equalization  of  assessments  as  a  basis  for  district  taxa- 
tion, and  the  elimination  of  individual  exemptions. 

Developmental  Factors 

If  the  bridge  is  not  or  can  not  be  built  at  this  time,  and  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  one  or  both  of  the  proposed  Marin-Richmond  bridges  are  con- 
structed, San  Francisco  can  expect  to  see  all  north-county  and  ''through" 
traffic  travel  via  the  East  Bay  communities,  to  the  practical  exclusion  of 
San  Francisco. 

A  Golden  Gate  bridge  would  represent  a  developmental  factor  of 
value  to  the  northern  counties.  Development  of  the  potential  resources 
of  this  great  country,  of  which  San  Francisco  can  be  the  natural  outlet, 
has  been  and  will  be  hampered  by  the  lack  of  the  necessary  means  of 
uninterrupted  transportation  and  communication  with  San  Francisco  or 
the  East  Bay. 

A  Golden  Gate  bridge  will  probably  be  built,  either  as  the  result  of 
the  current  proceedings  or  in  the  future.  After  proper  investigation  and 
when  financially  feasible — now  or  in  the  future — the  completion  of  such 
a  project  will  accelerate  development  and  be  of  ultimate  benefit  to  San 
Francisco  and  to  the  whole  northern  section  of  California. 

Financial  Requirements  of  Other  Projects 

If  the  bridge  proceedings  are  carried  on,  San  Francisco's  potential 
obligation,  representing  about  85  per  cent  of  the  proposed  district  costs, 
must  be  carefully  considered  in  relation  to  the  financing  of  other  neces' 
sary  projects.  San  Francisco  has  a  large  number  of  major  projects  pro- 
posed for  consideration  and  has  a  financial  problem  in  the  matter  of 
securing  those  projects  necessary  for  its  growth  and  development,  or  that 
may  be  approved  by  the  people. 
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Necessity  for  Detailed  Investigation 

In  the  present  incompletely-formulated  stage  of  the  Golden  Gate 
bridge  project,  no  commitment  can  be  justified  beyond  that  of  an  impar- 
tial investigation  of  the  project,  and,  on  the  basis  of  facts  developed  by 
such  investigation,  the  preparation  of  plans  and  the  compilation  of  esti- 
mates of  probable  costs. 

The  project  will  be  costly,  but  just  how  much  is  not  known.  The 
prospective  revenues  are  speculative  and  depend  in  part  on  factors  which 
have  not  been  developed  or  whose  influence  cannot  be  accurately  esti- 
mated. The  estimated  developmental  effect  of  the  project,  for  San  Fran- 
cisco and  the  northern  counties,  is  restricted  by  the  topography  of  the 
northern  counties  and  is  the  subject  of  conflicting  opinions. 

San  Francisco,  representing  85  per  cent  of  the  taxable  wealth  in  the 
proposed  district,  can  aff^ord  to  pay  its  pro-rata  of  the  cost  of  preliminary 
investigational  work,  on  the  basis  of  future  benefits  to  accrue  to  San 
Francisco  if  such  investigation  should  indicate  that  the  project  is  feasible, 
desirable  and  economically  sound. 

Whether  such  participation  should  come  as  the  result  of  present  pro- 
ceedings, or  whether  attempt  should  be  made  to  defer  participation  in  the 
hope  of  securing  improvements  of  present  laws  by  the  1929  Legislature, 
are  questions  of  policy. 

Failure  of  the  present  proceedings  to  organize  the  district,  under  exist- 
ing law,  will  probably  have  the  effect  of  deferring  further  consideration 
of  the  project  for  years. 
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ties  of  the  Board  of  Education  have  been  centrahjed  under  the  Superintendent  of  Schools. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

A  City  Manager  For  San  Francisco? 

The  Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  undertaken 
an  ambitious  program  of  study  of  and  public  hearings  on  the  charter  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  if 
the  charter  requires  f undamesntal  amendment,  and,  if  so,  along  what 
lines.  This  is  in  accordance  with  a  resolution,  introduced  by  Supervisor 
Milton  Marks,  Chairman  of  the  Committee,  on  January  10,  1928.  The 
resolution  recites  that  the  existing  charter  was  adopted  in  1898,  30  years 
ago;  that  the  charter  was  created  for  a  smaller  city  and  in  an  era  when 
many  present  municipal  fufictions  were  not  foreseen;  that  new  problems 
have  had  to  be  met  by  judicial  interpretation  and  individual  amendments ; 
and  that  since  the  charter  has  been  in  effect,  new  systems  of  governmental 
administration  have  been  developed  and  tested  in  practical  operation 
throughout  the  nation. 

The  first  meeting  on  the  subject  was  held  on  March  8th,  and  a  series 
of  hearings,  twice  weekly,  was  agreed  upon.  Three  subsequent  meetings 
ivere  held  prior  to  this  article  going  to  press,  at  which  meetings,  forty-five 
civic  organizations  and  seventeen  municipal  departments  were  represented. 
At  these  meetings  the  Bureau  of  Oovemmental  Research,  at  the  request 
of  the  Judiciary  C ommittee ,  presented  its  views  on  provisions  of  the  char- 
ter deemed  to  require  amendment,  with  specific  proposals  for  i?nproving 
these. 

The  Bureau,  in  its  recommendations ,  urged  the  adoption  of  a  city- 
matiager  type  of  governmental  organization  and  such  revision  of  thte 
procedural  provisions  of  the  charter  as  would  be  required  to  enable  the 
city  manager  form-  of  municipal  organization  to  operate  under  the  most 
favorable  auspices.  A  number  of  otJier  proposals  for  charter  revision  were 
recommended  by  the  Bureau,  which,  however,  were  emphasized  as  desir- 
able, regardless  of  form  of  gover?im>ent,  but  not  inherent  to  any  type  of 
government. 

At  the  suggestion  of  representatives  of  civic  organizations  ifi  attend- 
ance at  the  hearings,  the  Bureau  is  printing  and  distributing  this  summary 
of  its  recommendations  to  the  Judiciary  Committee,  together  with  2 
charts  showing  (1 )  the  pjvsent  form,  of  organization  as  required  by  the 
charter,  and  (2)  the  proposed  reorganization  plan  advocated  by  the  Bu- 
reau. This  proposed  reorganization  is  based  on  the  application  to  Sa?i 
Francisco  of  the  principles  of  the  City  Manager  form,  of  government , 
but  the  specific  plan  is  susceptible  of  various  changes  ivithout  detriment  to 
the  fundamental  principles  involved. 

The  Bureau's  views  on  the  charter  problem  are  non-political  and  im- 
personal, and  are  based  on  eleven  and  one-half  years  of  coritact  with  San 
Francisco's  municipal  affairs,  an  intensive  study  of  the  charters  of  San 
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Francisco,  other  large  cities  and  many  smaller  cities,  and  a  fund  of  infor- 
mation on  the  results  St^cured  under  specific  governmental  forms. 

In  its  approach  to  the  charter  problem  and  in  its  recommendations  to 
the  Judiciary  Com,mittee,  the  Bureau  has  been  governed  by  the  principles 
und^  which  it  operates — a  non-partisan,  non-political,  scientific  citizens* 
agency,  created  and  maintained  for  the  study  of  public  business,  the  dis- 
semination of  unbiased  information  on  public  affairs  and  the  cooperation 
with  public  officials,  to  the  ^end  that  the  greatest  degree  of  efficiency  and 
economy  may  be  obtained  for  the  benefit  of  the  city  and  its  taxpayers. 
Where  it  is  necessary,  in  considering  the  charter,  to  consider  or  refer  to 
municipal  offices  or  departments,  the  references  have  no  relation  to  any 
incum,bent,  past,  present  or  future. 

Forms  of  Municipal  Government 

Municipal  governmental  forms  may  be  classified  under  four  heads: 
(1)  The  mayor-council  form,  which  was  the  universal  form  for  American 
cities  up  to  1900;  (2)  the  commission  form;  (3)  the  commission-manager, 
council-manager,  or  city  manager  form;  and  (4)  the  "strong  mayor"  form. 
The  essentials  and  differences  of  each  are  briefly  outlined  in  a  later  section 

The  mayor-council  type  of  government,  under  which  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  operates,  represents  the  result  of  a  gradual 
evolutionary  process  from  the  simple  type  of  municipal  government  of 
colonial  days — the  town  meeting — when  municipal  functions  were  few 
and  simple.  All  or  a  large  number  of  citizens  were  in  position  to  observe 
personally  all  municipal  activities  that  were  carried  on.  These  in  the  main 
were  handled  by  part  time,  volunteer  and  requisitioned  services. 

Gradually,  to  meet  growing  needs,  the  office  of  mayor  came  to  be 
recognized  in  municipal  administration,  as  well  as  the  use  of  full  time 
paid  employees,  the  organization  of  groups  of  such  employees  into  depart- 
ments under  department  heads,  and  the  bringing  into  the  public  service  of 
interested  citizens  to  serve  on  boards  or  commissions  as  an  assistance  to 
administration.  Toward  the  close  of  the  last  century  the  government  of 
the  larger  cities  of  the  country  had  come  to  require  a  fairly  complicated 
organization,  with  the  tendency  to  add  more  and  more  functions  to  the 
existing  functions  of  government.  Dissatisfaction  in  many  communities 
with  the  results  of  municipal  administration  brought  about  the  movement 
to  secure  home  rule  or  practical  self-government  for  the  cities,  and  brought 
about  also  the  organization  of  the  National  Municipal  League  to  serve  as 
a  clearing  house  for  the  consideration  of  municipal  problems  and  the 
improvement  of  municipal  organization  and  procedure. 
Expansion  of  Functions  Since  1898 

There  has  been  a  tremendous  addition  to  the  functions  of  municipal 
government  in  San  Francisco  and  other  large  cities  in  the  country  during 
the  last  thirty  years,  since  the  present  San  Francisco  charter  was  originally 
drafted.    In  1897-98,  San  Francisco  had  a  tax-rate  of  $1,185  per  $100  for 
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city  purposes  and  $1,695  for  city  and  state  purposes,  with  a  budget  of 
approximately  $6,500,000;  in  1907^08,  its  budget  was  approximately 
$8,800,000;  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  1927-28,  with  state  functions  re- 
quiring no  local  tax-rate,  San  Francisco  has  a  tax-rate  of  $3.80  and  a 
budget  of  over  $34,000,000. 

During  this  thirty-year  period,  the  development  and  widespread  use 
of  the  telephone  and  the  automobile  brought  groups  of  people  closer 
together  and  necessitated  previously  unknown  street,  highway  and  boulc 
vard  construction,  reconstruction  and  maintenance.  The  congestion  of 
people  in.  cities  created  new  police  and  fire-fighting  problems  and  required 
intensified  regulatory  and  inspectional  measures.  With  the  tremendous 
increase  in  rapidly  moving  vehicles  on  the  streets,  these  could  no  longer 
be  used  as  play  spaces,  and  the  necessity  for  increased  development  of 
protected  park  and  playground  areas  became  apparent.  The  spread  and 
extension  of  compulsory  education  and  the  development  and  tremendous 
distribution  of  newspapers,  motion  pictures,  and  other  educational  media, 
have  created  a  desire  for  higher  standards  which  are  exemplified  in  the 
multiplication  of  required  school,  library  and  hospitalisation  facilities,  the 
development  of  new  functions  for  safeguarding  children,  caring  for  indi- 
gents and  dependents,  and  the  development  of  probationary  measures. 
All  of  these  have  created  for  each  of  the  cities  complicated  legal  and  fiscal 
problems. 

Development  of  Municipal  Government 

In  1898,  when  the  present  charter  was  written,  there  was  no  "clearing 
house"  as  a  basis  for  securing  the  accumulated  experience  in  municipal 
government  throughout  the  country.  Even  as  late  as  fifteen  years  ago, 
such  information  was  isolated  and  difiicult  to  secure.  City  charters  had  to 
be  drafted  on  the  basis  of  such  study  and  analysis  as  could  be  made  of 
existing  local  problems,  and  limited  information  on  machinery  that  had 
been  developed  or  was  being  attempted  in  other  cities.  Since  then,  as  an 
outgrowth  of  the  greater  interest  among  a  much  larger  number  of  citizens 
and  civic  bodies  in  the  problems  of  government  in  their  respective  cities, 
agencies  have  been  created  and  widely  developed  throughout  the  country, 
by  means  of  which  the  experiences  of  large  numbers  of  cities  are  easily 
available. 

The  San  Francisco  charter,  when  drafted,  was  considered  an  advanced 
type.  It  aimed  to  concentrate  executive  power  in  a  mayor  and  in  eight 
major  departments  of  the  government,  which  were  considered  as  controlled 
by  the  mayor  by  virtue  of  his  power  to  appoint  members  of  the  boards 
and  commissions  administering  such  departments,  and  to  consult  with 
them  on  their  problems.  In  practice,  the  charter  provisions  have  vested 
administrative  control — except  for  the  power  of  appointment — in  the 
board  of  supervisors  and  in  certain  of  the  administrative  departments. 

During  the  period  in  which  the  San  Francisco  charter  has  been  in 
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effect,  continuing  scientific  analyses  of  governmental  processes  have  pro- 
duced a  vast  fund  of  information  that  did  not  exist  in  any  form  when  the 
charter  was  adopted.  Doctor  A.  R.  Hatton,  consultant  of  the  National 
Municipal  League  and  formerly  of  Western  Reserve  University,  who  has 
participated  in  more  charter  revision  work  than  any  other  political  scien- 
tist,  has  stated  that  the  development  and  improvement  of  governmental 
processes  during  the  last  fifteen  years  far  surpasses  all  the  progress  along 
the  same  lines  that  had  been  made  in  the  previous  one  hundred  and  fifty 
years. 

Mayor-Council,  Commission  and  Manager  Forms 

During  the  Hfe  of  the  San  Francisco  charter,  there  has  come  into 
being  the  commission  form  of  government,  which  was  initiated  in  Gal- 
veston, Texas,  in  1900.  This  had  a  fairly  rapid  growth  among  cities  of  the 
United  States  for  a  period  of  about  fifteen  years,  but  because  of  inherent 
defects,  its  growth  stopped  and  it  is  gradually  being  abandoned.  It  is 
stated  that  no  city  has  adopted  this  plan  since  1922.  The  commission- 
manager  or  city-manager  form  of  government  came  prominently  into 
national  notice  in  1913,  when  adopted  by  the  people  of  Dayton,  Ohio. 
This  form  of  government  has  had  a  steady  growth  and  is  gradually  dis' 
placing  both  the  mayor-council  type  and  the  commission  form  of  govern- 
ment. A  form  of  government  sometimes  designated  as  the  "strong  mayor" 
type  has  been  adopted  by  certain  cities  of  the  country,  one  of  the  largest 
of  which — Cleveland — later  abandoned  the  form  and  now  operates  under 
the  commission-manager  type. 

The  mayor-council  form,  which  was  formerly  the  universal  form  for 
municipalities  and  is  to  be  found  in  a  large  number  of  variations  through- 
out the  country  and  which  is  the  form  of  organi2;ation  established  by  the 
San  Francisco  charter,  provides  for  a  mayor,  with  limited  executive  pow 
ers;  a  council,  which  functions  as  the  legislative  body  and  usually  has 
certain  administrative  or  executive  powers;  a  varying  number  of  elective 
administrative  officials;  and  a  number  of  appointive  boards.  Its  usual  dc 
fects  are  the  large  number  of  elective  officials,  the  diffusion  of  administra- 
tive responsibility,  and  a  cumbersome  type  of  organ i2;ation. 

The  commission  form  of  government  usually  provides  for  a  legislative 
body  or  commission  of  five,  each  member  of  which,  in  addition  to  serving 
on  the  commission,  serves  also  as  executive  head  of  one  of  the  five  major 
departments  into  which  the  administrative  functions  of  the  city  are 
grouped.  There  are  usually  several  other  elective  officials.  Its  inherent 
defects  are  the  dual  service  required  of  the  commissioners,  the  diffusion 
of  executive  responsibility,  the  fact  that  the  commissioners  serving  in  exec- 
utive capacities  are  frequently  without  previous  experience  in  the  duties 
they  are  required  to  perform,  and  the  creation  of  "majorities"  pledged  to 
support  each  other's  requests  for  appropriations. 

The  council-manager,  or  the  city  manager  type  of  government,  pro- 
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vides  for  a  legislative  body,  which  varies  in  number  according  to  the  city. 
It  usually  provides  for  one  or  two  other  elective  officials,  for  boards  or 
commissions  for  certain  non-administrative  functions,  and  for  an  executive 
head,  called  city  manager,  appointed  by  and  holding  office  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  council,  and  in  charge  of  the  operations  of  the  departments  into 
which  the  administrative  affairs  of  the  city  are  grouped.  This  form  sep' 
arates  the  legislative  and  policy-determining  functions  from  the  function 
of  administration,  centralizes  responsibility  for  administration  in  a  single 
executive  subject  to  the  policies  laid  down  by  the  council,  and  offers  to 
the  council  the  means  of  procuring  a  qualified  expert  for  the  control  of 
the  city's  administrative  functions. 

The  so-called  "strong  mayor"  form  of  government  is  similar  to  the 
city  manager  form  in  concentration  of  authority,  with  the  important 
difference  that  the  elective  mayor,  in  addition  to  administrative  duties,  is 
given  the  power  of  appointment  and  removal  of  members  of  such  boards 
and  commissions  as  may  be  provided,  and  the  very  important  difference 
that,  as  an  elective  official,  he  is  not  necessarily  elected  on  the  basis  of  his 
qualifications  to  operate  the  affairs  of  the  city  as  chief  executive  and 
administrator.  The  great  concentration  of  power  is  advantageous  if  a 
qualified,  non-poHtical  executive  is  elected  as  mayor,  or  it  may  be  disas- 
trous in  the  hands  of  a  political  mayor,  or  one  without  necessary  execu- 
tive quahfications. 

San  Francisco's  }Aunicipal  Organization 

These  preliminaries  have  seemed  necessary  to  a  specific  discussion  of  the 
San  Francisco  charter  organization.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Fran- 
Cisco,  as  a  municipal  corporation,  is  one  of  the  half-dozen  largest  corporate 
enterprises  in  the  State.  It  employs  over  9000  men  and  women,  with  a 
budget  for  the  current  year  of  over  $34,000,000,  and  an  expenditure 
program — including  budget,  bond  and  other  funds — of  approjcimately 
$50,000,000.  It  probably  has  a  wider  diversity  of  functions  than  any 
private  corporation  in  the  State. 

The  organization  under  which  the  City  and  County  must  operate  is 
shown  by  the  chart  on  the  first  page  of  this  report.  This  organization  is 
definitely  fixed  by  the  charter,  which  can  be  changed  only  by  vote  of 
the  people.    Our  elective  officers  are  as  follows: 

1   Mayor 
18   Supervisors 

10  Administrative  officials:  Recorder,  Assessor,  Tax  Collector, 
Treasurer,  Auditor,  County  Clerk,  Sheriff,  Coroner,  Public 
Administrator,  Public  Defender 

1   City  Attorney 

1   District  Attorney 

7  School  Directors — nominated  by  Mayor. 

4  Police  Court  Judges 

y  Justices  of  the  Peace 
16  Superior  Court  Judges 

63 
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Eliminating  for  the  time  being  consideration  of  school  directors, 
judges  and  the  legislative  body,  we  have  1 3  officials  elected  by  the  people. 
Being  elective,  each  such  official  derives  his  power  from  the  same  source, 
and  each  is  independent  of  any  centralized  administrative  control.  It  has 
long  been  maintained  by  political  scientists  and  students  of  municipal 
government  that  administrative  qualifications  can  be  best  secured  by 
selection  rather  than  by  election,  on  the  grounds  (1)  that  the  effective' 
ness  of  the  ballot  is  limited  to  the  determination  of  major  questions  of 
policy,  or  to  the  choosing  of  representatives,  and  (2)  that  where  there  is 
a  question  of  the  weighing  of  technical,  executive,  or  administrative  quali- 
fications, the  large  mass  of  voters  cannot  have  the  information  necessary 
for  an  informed  choice. 

Executive  and  Legislative  Powers 

The  charter  specifically  states  that  the  mayor  shall  be  the  chief  execu- 
tive. Obviously,  the  executive  power  of  the  mayor  cannot  extend  to  the 
control  of  offices  headed  by  other  elective  administrative  officials.  The 
executive  power  of  the  office  of  mayor  is  largely  restricted  to  the  power 
of  appointment  of  members  to  the  various  boards  and  commissions,  and 
the  consultation  with  such  officials  and  their  subordinates  on  matters  of 
administration  affecting  their  respective  departments.  A  large  part  of  the 
executive  and  administrative  power  that  is  not  exercised  by  other  elective 
administrative  officials  is  centered  in  the  board  of  supervisors,  by  virtue 
of  its  budget-making,  appropriation  and  auditing  powers  and  respon- 
sibilities. 

Likewise,  the  board  of  supervisors,  through  its  various  committees, 
exercises  control  over  various  administrative  matters,  such  as  purchasing, 
street  work,  granting  of  various  types  of  permits,  operation  of  the  Audi- 
torium, certain  phases  of  traffic  regulation,  public  utility  expenditures, 
and  accounting  for  appropriations  and  expenditures.  Certain  other  activi- 
ties are  controlled  by  the  board  of  supervisors,  such  as  the  telephone 
exchange,  the  widows'  pension  bureau,  the  horticultural  commission  and 
the  sealer  of  weights  and  measures. 

Proposed  Reorganization  Plan 

At  the  meetings  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  the  Bureau  proposed  a 
tentative  reorganization  plan  ae  a  basis  for  discussion.  Although  a  com- 
plete plan  was  outlined,  based  on  the  separation  of  legislative  and  admin- 
istrative functions  and  the  fixing  of  authority  and  responsibility  for  each, 
it  was  emphasized  that  certain  details  or  components  of  the  plan  could  be 
changed  or  modified  without  creating  fundamental  weaknesses.  A  chart 
of  the  tentative  reorganization  plan,  as  proposed  by  the  Bureau,  is  shown 
on  the  center  pages  of  this  report. 

The  Bureau  fro-poses  that  the  elective  offices  t<3  he  filled  by  the  feofle 
be  restricted  to  a  may  or  y  who  should  also  be  the  f  re  siding  officer  of  the 
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legislative  bodyy  a  board  of  supervisors  or  a  council^  a  district  attorney y 
and  fossibly  a  city  attorney. 

Reference  was  made  to  the  size  of  the  legislative  body  as  a  matter 
that  is  frequently  discussed,  but  no  specific  recommendation  was  made.  It 
is  to  be  considered  that  by  restricting  the  legislative  body  to  legislative 
and  policy-determining  functions,  and  eliminating  administrative  duties, 
the  burden  on  the  time  of  members  of  the  legislative  body  for  board  and 
committee  meetings  could  be  materially  reduced  below  present  demands. 
It  should  also  be  considered  that  the  size  of  the  legislative  body  is  of 
much  less  importance  than  the  policy  of  freeing  the  legislators  from 
administrative  details. 

At  the  request  of  the  Judiciary  Cksmmission,  the  Bureau  reported  on 
the  size  of  legislative  bodies  for  a  number  of  cities,  as  follows: 

Mayor-Council  Cities 

New    York    73              Pittsburgh  9 

Chicago  50              Los  Angeles  15 

Philadelphia    20             Buffalo     15 

Detroit    9             San  Francisco  18 

St.  Louis  29             Milwaukee     25 

Boston  22              Minneapolis    26 

Baltimore    19             Seattle   9 

Note:  Tabulation  by  Professor  Thos.  H.  Reed  for  cities  over  200,000  population 

gives  22  as  the  average  size  of  legislative  body. 

Commission   Government  Cities 

Newark  5  New   Orleans   5 

Oakland 5 

City  Manager  Cities 

Cleveland    25  Miami    5 

Cincinnati   9  Dayton    5 

Indianapolis    7  Norfolk  5 

Kansas   City   9  Stockton   9 

Grand  Rapids  7  Sacramento  9 

Tampa    5  Pasadena  7 

Boards,  Commissions,  and  Offices 

The  Bureau  redpmmends  that  only  such  boards  be  retained  as  are 
required  for  quasi-judicial  or  folicy-deterniining  functions.  The  mem- 
bers of  such  boards  should  be  appointed  by  the  mayor  or  the  council^  or  in 
some  cases  by  both.  Such  boards  are  proposed  as  the  civil  service  commis- 
sion; a  board  of  local  improvements  to  handle  the  quasi- judicial  functions 
relative!  to  public  works  proceedings  that  now  form  part  of  the  duties  of 
the  board  of  public  works;  a  city  planning  commission;  a  pension  com- 
mission to  handle  the  administration  of  all  city  pension  funds;  and  a 
utilities  commission.  An  art  commission  might  be  created  to  handle  the 
aesthetic  activities  of  the  city,  and  such  institutions  as  the  Auditoriurru  and 
tHt?  proposed  War  Memorial. 

The  Bureau  recommends  that  certain  offices,  not  integral  parts  of  the 
administrative  machinery ,  or  which  m.ight  properly  be  excluded  from  the 
control  of  a  city  manager,  be  filled  by  appointment  of  the  mayor  or  the 
council,  or  in  some  cases  by  both.    Such  offices  are  those  of  county  clerk, 
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sheriffs  fublic  administrator ^  fublic  defender  and  registrar  of  voters,  and 
the  city  attorney ,  if  not  considered  as  an  office  that  should  be  elective. 

Proposed  Administrative  Organization 

The  Bureau  recommends  that  the  office  of  city  manager  he  created 
to  be  filled  by  affointment  of  the  legislative  body,  subject  to  necessary 
adTninistrative  or  technical  qualifications,  such  appointee  to  hold  office  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  legislative  body.  A  city  manager  would  he  placed  in 
control  of  and  charged  with  responsibility  for  the  administrative  activities 
of  the  city  and  the  carrying  out  of  policies  established  by  the  legislative 
body,  by  ordinance  or  by  adoption  of  the  annual  budget,  or  by  other  legis- 
latiiNi  or  policy-determining  measures.  The  city  manager,  being  appointed 
by  and  holding  office  at  the  pleasure  of  the  legislative  body,  would  he  a 
controlled  executive.  Such  a  plan  of  organization  would  and  should  place 
centralized  responsibility  for  municipal  administration  in  a  single  head, 
subject  to  the  contt^ol  of  the  legislative  body  as  a  "board  of  directors*^. 

Under  such  a  plan  the  city  manager  should  have  power  of  appoint- 
ment of  the  heads  of  the  various  administrative  diefartfnents,  each  such 
appointment  to  be  based  on  necessary  technical  or  administrative  qualifica- 
tions, and  each  such  appointee  to  hold  office  at  the  pleasure  of  the  city 
manager.  Department  heads  should  be  vested  with  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment of  their  subordinate  forces,  subject  io  civil  service,  except  where 
specifically  exempted  for  technical  reasons,  or  because  of  the  temporary 
nature  of  the  services  required. 

The  administrative  activities  of  the  city  under  the  control  of  the  city 
manager  could  he  grouped  into  eight  departments,  each  headed  by  a  single 
executive.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  administrative  activities  be 
group'^d  into  the  departments  of  finance,  purchasing,  public  works,  fire, 
police,  recreation  (including  parks,  play  grounds  and  amus^ements) ,  health 
and  sanitation  (including  inspection,  field  nursing,  clinic  and  similar 
activities  of  the  municipality),  and  welfare  (including  operation  of  hos- 
pitals and  other  institutions  and  social  service  activities,  dealing  with  finan- 
cial aid  by  the  city  to  institutions  and  families). 

Municipal  Management  and  Policies 

In  considering  the  functioning  of  municipal  government,  this  can 
probably  best  be  analy2;ed  in  terms  of  the  factors  that  affect  the  success  or 
failure  of  large  private  enterprises.  Organi2;ation — which,  as  applied  to  the 
city  and  county,  has  been  considered  and  discussed  in  some  detail — is  only 
one  of  several  factors,  each  of  which  must  be  properly  provided  for  to 
insure  the  successful  operation  of  a  municipal  corporation  or  a  private 
enterprise. 

The  factors  of  product,  source  of  supply,  market  and  location — of 
great   importance   in   private   enterprise — have   their   counterparts   in   a 
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municipal  enterprise  only  in  the  services  required  by  and  furnished  to  the 
people,  and  which  are  ordered  by  their  vote  or  by  the  votes  of  their 
representatives.  The  problem  of  finance  has  not  been  given  the  same 
degree  of  importance  in  public  as  in  private  enterprise.  In  municipal  or 
other  pubHc  corporations,  finances  are  provided,  usually  without  relation  to 
financial  returns,  by  the  taxing  power  or  debt  capacity  of  the  city,  and, 
for  specific  improvements,  by  the  distribution  of  special  costs  against  areas 
specially  benefited. 

Certain  other  factors,  however,  are  common  to  both  public  and  private 
efficiency.  One  of  these,  organization,  has  been  discussed.  Management, 
including  a  sound  policy  for  the  administration  of  the  problems  of  a  busi- 
ness, and  comprehending  also  a  summary  of  the  policies  governing  the 
business  or  activity;  personnel,  involving  the  working  force,  and  the  poli- 
cies of  management  with  regard  to  the  selection,  promotion,  discipline 
and  compensation  of  the  personnel;  and  operating  methods,  which  in  large 
part  are  dependent  on  organization,  management  and  personnel,  but  in- 
clude also  processes,  cost  records,  reports,  etc. — are  factors  of  as  great 
importance  in  a  municipal  corporation  as  in  a  large  private  corporation. 
Policies  Resulting  from  Charter  Organization 

Some  of  the  management  policies  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  that  should  be  discussed  are  not  so  much  matters  of  charter 
specification  as  they  are  the  result  of  the  organization  fixed  by  charter, 
with  its  lack  of  provision  for  clearly  fixed  responsibility  throughout  the 
organization.  It  is  obvious  that  where  there  are  two  or  more  officials  or 
boards  which  must  cooperate  to  secure  a  given  result,  any  one  of  the 
officials  concerned  may  obstruct  improvements  in  performance. 

CLeary-de fined  executive  responsibility ,  ivhich  means  resfonsibilitx 
extending  from  the  head  of  the  organization  to  the  most  minor  func- 
tiony  automatically  provides  for  the  power  to  coordinate  and  for  the 
power  of  final  decision^  and  does  not  leave  results  to  the  varying  capaci- 
ties of  each  of  a  number  of  independent  ofiUcials  to  cooperate. 
No  Continuous  Program 

Although  it  is  not  a  matter  of  definite  charter  provision,  but  rather 
a  result  of  the  decentralized  organization  required  by  the  charter,  it  is 
important  to  consider  that  the  city  has  no  clearly  coordinated  and  con- 
tinuous year-to-year  development  policy  for  the  securing  or  extension  of 
its  various  necessary  or  desirable  public  works,  improvements  and  func- 
tions. Many  of  the  portions  of  such  a  prospective  developmental  program 
are  centered  in  the  city  engineer's  office;  others  are  under  separate  inde- 
pendent jurisdictions,  affecting  such  matters  as  schools,  parks,  playgrounds, 
health,  fire,  police,  streets,  sewers,  etc.  Consideration  of  the  expansion 
of  functional  activities  is  scattered  among  the  several  larger  departments; 
these  may  come  up  for  consideration,  suddenly  and  separately,  during 
the  preparation  of  each  annual  budget. 
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The  fact  that  San  Francisco,  despite  its  many  needs,  has  not  devel- 
oped a  coordinated  continuous  poHcy  for  the  necessary  expansion  of 
functions  and  for  the  development  of  necessary  new  projects  is  primarily 
due  to  decentralization  of  organization.  Under  such  decentralization,  the 
assignment  of  functions  to  separate  departments  and  to  independent 
boards  provides  for  no  routine  centralized  control,  and  therefore  does  not 
facilitate,  and  in  effect,  makes  rather  difficult  the  formulation  of  a  con- 
tinuing development  policy. 

A  consideration  of  our  recent  bond  issues,  dealing  with  boulevards, 
Bernal.  Cut  and  War  Memorial,  will  indicate  that  these  were  developed 
individually  and  somewhat  hastily,  and  not  as  parts  of  a  general  program. 
Consideration  of  the  present  necessities  of  the  health  department,  requir- 
ing a  bond  issue  for  the  proper  handling  of  the  sick  poor,  indicates  the 
lack  of  centralized  consideration  of  municipal  requirements.  Other  bond 
issues  are  also  being  proposed  individually  and  without  relation  to  any 
complete  program,  by  the  park  commission,  the  playground  commission 
and  the  city  engineer  for  sewer  reconstruction. 

A  city  manager  form  of  organisation,  by  reason  of  its  concentration 
of  administrative  resfonsibility,  would  alm,ost  automatically  froducb  a 
long-term,  develofmental  frogram,  based  on  the  relative  urgvncy  of 
specific  needs  and  the  city's  ability  to  finance  these. 

Departmental  Operating  Policies 

Another  group  of  matters  that  can  be  considered  under  the  head  of 
management  also  grows  out  of  the  type  of  organization  provided  by  the 
charter,  although  not  definitely  specified  therein.  This  group  might  be 
classed  as  the  operating  policies  of  the  various  departments. 

Operating  methods  tend  to  be  individual  for  each  department.  Where 
two  or  more  departments  have  the  responsibility  for  parts  of  a  process, 
each  will  probably  handle  its  part  in  its  own  way.  That  is  human  nature 
and  grows  out  of  the  ambition  of  each  man  and  executive  to  enlarge  his 
scope  and  to  consider  his  work  as  the  most  important  there  is  to  be  done. 
For  example,  we  have  two  offices  in  the  city  that  have  as  part  of  their 
duties,  the  copying  of  documents.  Several  years  ago,  one  of  these  offices 
reorganized  its  procedure  and,  despite  difficulties,  adopted  the  use  of 
printed  forms,  loose-leaf  books  and  modern  office  equipment  for  its  work, 
with  a  resultant  saving  in  cost  and  greater  expedition  in  handling  its  work. 
The  other'  office  still  uses  bound  books  and  the  older  type  of  equipment 
that  formerly  was  in  use  in  both  offices. 

Other  operating  policies  along  the  same  lines  could  be  mentioned, 
where  coordination  is  not  effected  because  of  independent  departments, 
human  ambitions,  and  the  difficulty  of  cooperating  or  coordinating  when 
there  is  no  single  responsibility  to  bring  this  about.  The  preparation  of 
payrolls  by  each  department  individually,  the  inability  to  develop  pro- 
cedure for  payment  of  employees  in  the  field  or  at  their  work  at  an  esti- 
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mated  time-saving  of  $100,000  a  year,  the  separate  writing  of  assessment 
rolls  and  tax  bills,  and  other  instances  of  a  lack  of  the  most  efficient 
methods  can  be  cited,  due  to  the  difficulty  of  coordinating  independent 
departments. 

It  is  only  natural  that  each  department,  under  the  present  plan  of 
organization,  is  vitally  concerned  only  with  its  own  portion  of  such 
operations.  It  is  extremely  difficult  under  present  organization — rather 
than  an  almost  automatic  process  under  a  business-like  organization — for 
various  departments  or  officers  to  come  together  of  their  own  initiative 
or  to  be  brought  together  for  the  common  handling  of  an  operation  that 
affects  two  or  more  such  departments. 

A  city  manager  form  of  organi%ationy  'providing  as  It  does  for  a 
logical  coordination  of  administrative  activities  and  centralized  resfonsl- 
blllty  therefor,  would  end  unnecessary  or  costly  departmental  Individu- 
ality In  working  methods  and  In  lack  of  participation  with  other  depart- 
ments. 

Restricted  Municipal  Powers 

As  a  detail  of  municipal  management  and  policy,  the  existing  charter 
specifies,  in  considerable  detail,  the  powers  of  the  city,  and  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  legislative  body  and  the  various  offices  and  departments. 
Detailed  specifications  of  municipal  powers  in  a  charter  is  held  by  the 
courts  as  preventing  the  exercising  of  powers  not  definitely  specified. 
This  detailed  specification  has  required  a  number  of  charter  amendments 
to  enable  the  city  to  engage  in  ordinary  routine  processes  of  municipal 
government. 

For  example,  specific  amendments  were  required  to  authorize  the  city 
to  sell  school  and  fire  department  lands;  to  construct,  acquire  and  oper- 
ate, outside  of  the  city  limits,  an  airport,  a  tuberculosis  sanitarium,  street 
railways  and  water  works;  to  pay  salaries  semi-monthly;  to  accept  the 
Steinhart  Aquarium;  to  centralize  the  city's  purchasing  power;  to  classify 
employments  for  the  purpose  of  standardizing  salaries;  to  permit  of  the 
enactment  by  ordinance  of  more  comprehensive  public  improvement 
procedure  than  that  specified  by  charter;  etc. 

In  any  plan  of  charter  revision,  regardless  of  form  of  organizationf 
the  detailed  specification  of  powers  and  duties  should  be  supplanted  by  a 
general  grant  of  municipal  powers  for  all  purposes  authorized  by  ths 
State  constitution. 

Specific  revision  Is  also  required  to  provide  for  annexation  of  any 
additional  territory,  and  to  provide  for  representation  and  adequate  gov- 
ernmental procedure  In  case  of  any  future  annexation  program. 

Recall  Provisions 

The  recall  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  charter  and  of  many  other 
city  charters  are  considered  primarily  as  having  emergency  application 
only.     When  such  emergency  arises,  the  effectiveness  of  the  recall  is 
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seriously  hampered  in  that,  by  the  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  char' 
ter,  the  issue  of  recalling  an  official  is  complicated  and  confused  by  requir- 
ing a  simultaneous  election  for  the  office  from  which  the  incumbent  is 
sought  to  be  recalled.  In  other  words,  a  recall  election  is  really  a  special 
election  for  a  certain  office,  the  incumbent  of  which  has  been  criticized 
to  the  extent  of  having  a  recall  petition  filed  against  him,  but  the  "recall" 
election  is  extended  to  a  contest  between  the  incumbent  and  one  or  more 
candidates  who  may  seek  to  replace  him.  The  qualifications  of  all  such 
candidates,  rather  than  the  acts  of  the  official  sought  to  be  recalled,  are 
likely  to  be  the  issues  of  the  campaign. 

The  recall,  as  an  instrument  of  government^  should  be  imfroved  by 
charter  change  requiring  that  a  i^ote  on  the  recall  of  an  official  be  restricted 
to  whether  that  official  shall  be  recalled  or  shall  be  retained  in  office^  with 
other  'provisions  to  frovid^  that  if  the  official  is  recalledy  the  office 
so  vacated  shall  be  filled  by  aff  ointment.  This  proposed  change  is  inde- 
pendent of  consideration  of  any  particular  form  of  government. 
Decentralized  Utility  Management 

An  important  matter  of  management,  where  decentralized  control  has 
developed  definite  and  costly  weaknesses,  is  in  the  charter  provisions 
relative  to  the  operation  and  management  of  the  Municipal  Railway  and 
other  public  utilities.  This  particular  series  of  defects  is  now  proposed 
for  correction,  by  means  of  a  charter  amendment  to  create  a  utilities  com- 
mission and  to  give  it  broad  powers,  which  is  to  be  submitted  to  vote 
of  the  people  at  the  August  election. 

Centralized  utility  m.anagement  in  San  Francisco,  because  of  the 
policy-making  functions  involved,  is  primarily  a  task  for  an  independent 
commiss^ony  and,  except  for  the  power  of  appointment  to  the  commis- 
siony  has  little  or  no  relation  to  the  particular  form  of  government 
provided. 

City  Planning  Matters 

The  city  planning  commission  and  proper  powers  therefor  are  not 
provided  for  in  the  charter,  this  phase  of  governmental  activity  having 
developed  since  the  charter  was  drafted.  The  organization,  powers  and 
duties  of  the  commission  are  provided  only  by  ordinance.  The  hearings 
on  zoning  matters  and  the  disposition  of  applications  for  re-zoning  and 
objections  thereto  now  constitute  one  of  the  time-consuming  administra- 
tive details  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

A  city  planning  commission  should  be  created  and  its  powers  defined 
by  charter  provision.  It  should  be  empowered  to  study  all  matters  affect- 
ing the  city  plan,  and,  among  other  thingSy  to  pass  upon  -zoning  and  pro- 
posed revisions  to  established  zones,  with  right  of  final  appeal,  in  certain 
cases,  to  the  legislative  body.  A  twk)-thirds  or  four- fifths  vote  of  the 
legislative  body  might  be  specified  as  necessary  to  over-ride  a  recommenda- 
tion of  a  properly -organized  city  planning  commission  on  any  matter 
coming  within  the  scope  of  its  authority. 
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Profer  provision  for  the  handling  of  city  planning  functions  has  no 
relation  to  the  form  of  government  provided,  and  is  of  importance 
primarily  to,  insure  the  adequate  handling  of  these  matters^  and  to  relieve 
the  legislative  body  of  administrative  detail. 

Pension  Policies 

Another  phase  of  municipal  management  poHcies  that  should  be 
revised  includes  the  several  different  pension  policies  provided  by  char' 
ter.  The  retirement  system,  applicable  to  general  employees  and  teach' 
ers,  is  founded  on  an  actuarial  basis.  Charter  provisions  and  the  ordi' 
nances  drawn  under  charter  authority  require  the  establishment  of  ade- 
quate reserve  funds  to  insure  the  integrity  of  the  system. 

The  two  pension  systems  for  the  fire  and  the  police  forces  are  not 
founded  on  an  actuarial  basis.  No  contributions  toward  the  cost  of  the 
system  are  required  of  fire  department  employees  and  only  a  very 
small  contribution — one  per  cent  and  less  of  salary — is  required  of  poUce 
department  employees.  A  survey  of  the  status  of  the  fire  pension  system, 
made  by  Professor  A.  H.  Mowbray  of  the  University  of  Cahfornia  in 
1924,  indicated  that  the  city,  at  that  time,  had  a  future  liability  for 
present  members  of  the  department  running  into  millions  of  dollars,  with 
no  policy  of  building  up  current  reserves  to  meet  such  future  obligation. 

Charter  revision  is  required  to  pT^vide  that  the  three  system's  be 
brought  under  a  common,  sound  financial  basis,  which  should  be  based  on 
actuarial  analysis,  which,  in  turn,  should  be  based  on  due  consideration  for 
the  hazards  of  police  and  fire  service,  necessity  for  earlier  compulsory 
retirement  ages j  etc.  Charter  revision  is  also  required  to  provide,  if  con- 
sidered desirable,  that  the  three  systems  \  be  centrally  administered. 

Proposals  for  the  revision  of  pension  policies  are  independent  of  any 
consideration  of  the  form  of  government,  and  are  based  solely  on  pro- 
viding equity  among  the  pension  policies  of  the  city. 
Public  Works  by  Contract 

The  policy  specified  by  charter  for  public  works  construction  is  that 
this  shall  "unless  otherwise  determined  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works, 
be  done  under  written  contract.  ..."  Criticism  is  made  from  time  to 
time,  by  citizens  and  city  ofiicials,  of  an  assumed  higher  cost  of  such  work 
by  city  forces  than  is  assumed  would  be  the  case  under  contracts  let  after 
bids  were  solicited  and  received  for  the  work  to  be  done.  It  is  not  an 
academic  question  as  to  whether  it  is  more  desirable  to  have  the  work 
done  by  city  employees  than  by  contract,  except  that  for  certain  main' 
tenance  and  repair  work  it  would  seem  more  desirable  that  this  be 
handled  by  city  forces  continuously  engaged  in  such  work.  The  question 
involved  is  the  matter  of  the  best  use  of  the  taxpayers'  money  and,  quality 
considered,  securing  the  most  work  for  the  least  cost. 

In  any  program  'of  charter  revision,  provision  should  be  made  for 
the  receiving  of  bids  on  construction   or  reconstruction  work  exceeding 
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a  sfccijied  maximum  costy  and  also  that  the  department  of  -public  works 
be  required  or  author'vz.ed  to  file  its  bids  for  such  work  in  competition 
with  bids  of  private  contractors.  It  mighty  in  additiony  be  sound  policy 
for  its  regulatory  effect  on  private  contract  priceSy  to  provide  thaty  regard- 
less of  bidsy  the  department  of  public  works  handle  with  its  own  forces 
a  specified  percentage  of  the  work  to  be  doney  and  keep  and  report  com.- 
plete  unit  costs  thereof. 

Th^se  proposals  are  based  on  economic  considerations y  without  regard 
to  the  city  manager  or  mayor-council  types  of  government. 

Tax-Rate  Limitation 

Another  matter  of  policy  revolves  around  the  existing  charter  speci' 
fications  limiting  the  tax  rate.  This  is  laid  down  in  involved  terminology 
in  the  charter  as  $1.00  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  for  certain  purposes, 
which  shall  not  be  exceeded  by  more  than  65  c.  for  certain  other  purposes, 
both,  however,  to  be  exclusive  of  fixed  charges  for  debt,  other  specified 
exemptions,  and  costs  voted  by  the  people  or  by  the  State  legislature. 
The  limitation  as  provided  is  considered  by  many  whoi  have  attempted 
to  interpret  it  as  being,  in  effect,  no  limitation  at  all. 

A  tax-rate  limitation  should  not  be  fixed  at  an  arbitrary  rate.  Con- 
sidering assessment  policies  and  how  these  may  be  changed,  a  tax-rate 
limitation  may  have  little  relation  between  the  assessed  valuation  in  one 
year  and  an  assessed  valuation  several  years  later.  Furthermore,  a  limita- 
tion on  the  rate  of  taxation  may  not  limit  the  amount  of  expenditures, 
although  that  is  the  intent  and  purpose  of  a  tax  limitation. 

In  any  program  of  charter  revision,  the  tax-rate  limit  should  either 
be  abandoned  or  should  be  made  so  specific  that  it  will  be  understandable 
and  enforceable.  If  a  limit  is  required,  this  should  be  fixed  as  a  maximum 
allowable  percentage  of  increase  in  one  yearns  expenditures  over  the 
expenditures  of  the  preceding  yeary  exclusive  of  bond  interest  and 
redemption  charges  and  additional  costs  imposed  by  vote  of  the  people  or 
by  MANDATE  of  the  legislature. 

This  proposal  would  apply  to  any  form  of  government  provided  for 
San  Francisco. 

Charter  Personnel  Provisions 

Under  previous  headings,  we  have  discussed  charter  provisions  deal- 
ing with  Organi2;ation,  and  Management  and  PoHcies,  with  specific  recom- 
mendations dealing  with  those  provisions  of  the  charter  that  are  deemed 
to  produce  or  permit  of  major  defects. 

Another  important  group  of  charter  provisions  can  be  considered 
under  the  head  of  "personnel  matters,"  those  matters  affecting  the  selec- 
tion, promotion,  discipHne  and  compensation  of  officials  and  employees. 

Policies  of  administration  and  personnel  management  that  are  based 
on  the  best  interests  of  the  service  and  of  the  employees  are  synonymous 
with  the  best  interests  of  those  to  be  served — in  the  case  of  a  city,  the 
citi2;ens  who  pay  the  bills  by  which  municipal  services  are  carried  on. 
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Personnel  matters  can  be  much  morq  informally  handled  or  provided 
for  in  private  organi2;ation  than  in  the  public  service.  Bonus  arrange' 
ments,  routine  or  munificent  Christmas  allowances,  unusual  pension  or 
retirement  allowances  that  may  be  applied  in  a  given  business  or  that 
may  be  amplified  in  individual  cases  because  of  special  circumstances, 
cannot  be  applied  in  the  public  service  without  the  possibilities  of  inequi- 
ties and  of  widespread  public  criticism.  A  large  private  organi2;ation 
in  the  city,  out  of  its  patriotic  spirit,  paid  the  full  amount  of  salaries  to 
its  employees  or  to  their  dependents  for  the  complete  period  of  the  war- 
time  service  of  such  employees.  Other  instances  of  unusual  private  man- 
agement policies  applicable  to  personnel  could  be  enumerated,  to  indi- 
cate the  contrast  between  the  possibilities  of  private  and  public  policy  in 
this  regard. 

Civil  Service  Procedure 

An  organized  system  for  the  selection  of  personnel  is  relatively  new 
in  private  business,  as  compared  with  governmental  organizations.  Per- 
sonnel selection  methods  in  private  business  are  more  informal  and  flexi- 
ble than  is  as  yet  possible  in  the  average  city  or  state  operating  under 
civil  service  provisions,  although  it;  is  to  be  noted  that  the  trend  of  civil 
service  selection  is  along  the  same  lines  of  greater  flexibility  and  infor- 
mality. The  old  civil  service  procedure  based  entirely  on  ratings  given 
to  written  examinations  has  been  modified  in  many  important  particulars. 

The  application  of  civil  service  principles  in  this  country  dates  back 
only  forty-five  years  and  the  practical  development  thereof  extends  over 
slightly  more  than  the  last  thirty-year  period.  Its  original  purpose  was 
to  break  up  the  "spoils  system"  under  which  the  municipal  personnel 
was  subject  to  a)  complete  change  and  replacement  if  the  opposing  party 
was  successful  at  the  polls.  The  application  of  civil  service  principles  to 
federal,  state  and  municipal  services  has  broken  up  the  old  spoils  system 
with  various  degrees  of  effectiveness  where  civil  service  has  been 
installed. 

Pay  of  Elective  Officials 

Before  taking  up  the  San  Francisco  charter  provisions  dealing  with 
civil  service,  other  collateral  matters  might  be  discussed.  One  of  these 
deals  with  the  pay  of  elective  officials.  We  have  eighteen  members  of  the 
board  of  supervisors,  on  a  part-time  basis,  at  $2400  per  year;  the  office 
of  mayor,  presumed  to'  be  on  a  part-time  basis,  but  now  absorbing  practi- 
cally full-time  at  $6000  per  year;  eleven  elective  officials,  the  so-called 
"county  officers'",  on  full-time,  at  $8000  a  year  each;  a  public  administra- 
tor, on  full-time,  on  a  fee  basis,  reputed  to  produce  high  returns,  out  of 
which  office  expenses  and  attorneys'  fees  are  paid;  four  police  court  judges 
at  $3600  per  year,  and  five  justices  of  the  peace,  at  $5400  per  year,  judges 
in  both  groups  being  permitted  to  engage  in  private  practice  as  attorneys; 
and  sixteen  superior  court  judges,  not  permitted  to  engage  in  private 
practice,  at  $10,000  per  year,  half  of  which  is  paid  by  the  State. 
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In  any  program  of  cluirtcr  revision  the  fee  basis  for  the  compensa- 
tion of  the  public  administrator  should  be  abandoned.  The  fee  system, 
noiv  largely  abandoned  for  full-tim,e  governmental  services,  is  a  hold- 
over from  the  times  when  fees  were  £{onsi(fcred  as  an  honorarium  for 
governmental  services  perfor?ned  as  a  side-issue  to  the  private  business  of 
the  person  performing  these.  The  fees  fixed  by  law  fot  such  services 
should  be  paid  into  the  city  treasury.  The  services  of  the  public  adminis- 
trator should  be  paid  for  by  tlie  county  at  a  fixed  salary.  The  legal  work 
incidental  to  the  office  should  be  handled  by  providing  for  additional 
assistance  in  the  city  attorney's  office  for  this  purpose. 

Th6  scale  of  compensation  as  between  different  classes  of  judges,  and 
the  scale  as  between  the  various  county  officers,  has  not  been  considered  as 
a  whole,  and  in  relation  to  the  varying  duties  and  responsibilities  found  ifi 
tlvese  tzvo  groups  of  offices.  These  are  matters  that  should  merit  con- 
sideration, in  addition  to  consideration  of  the  form  of  government  that 
would   best   suit   present-day    reqttiremt'tits. 

Enumeration  of  Employees  and  Salaries  Obsolete 

The  existing  charter  carries  a  detailed  enumeration  of  the  number  and 
type  of  employments  and  the  salaries  to  be  paid  in  various  offices  of  the 
city  and  county.  These  provisions  are  completely  obsolete.  Many  addi' 
tional  positions  have  been  created.  Except  for  salaries  of  elective  and 
appointive  officials  and  fire  and  police  personnel,  all  such  charter  salaries 
have  been  increased  by  means  of  the  so-called  "additional  positions" 
ordinance,  the  legislative  means  provided  by  charter  for  creating  employ- 
ments in  addition  to  those  specified  in  the  charter.  All  such  salary  in- 
creases were  considered  as  illegal,  until  the  charter  amendment  of  1924, 
providing  for  salary  standardization,  was  adopted. 

The  specification  of  number  of  positions  and  salaries  to  be  paid 
should  be  repealed.  Tlwse  are  not  proper  charter  material,  except  as 
such  provisions  deal  with  elective  or  appointive  officials.  By  such  pro- 
visions the  1898  organization  requirements  and  salary  levels  were  written 
into  the  fundamental  la-zv.  The  later  increases  in  municipal  functions 
and  changes  in  cost  of  living  indicated  the  uselessness  of  such  specifica- 
tions. 

Detail  Enumeration  of  Police  Strength 

Charter  provisions  limit  the  police  force  to  not  more  than  one  police 
officer  for  each  500  population,  the  number  of  corporals  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  commission,  the  number  of  sergeants,  lieutenants  and  cap- 
tains to  be  in  relation  to  the  number  of  police  officers,  etc.  These  ratios 
were  fixed  on  the  basis  of  conditions  existing  in  1898.  WTiether  or  not 
they  were  soundly  based  at  that  time,  it  is  obvious  that  conditions  then 
existing  have  radically  changed.  The  maximum  personnel  of  fire  depart- 
ment companies  was  also  limited  by  charter,  but  this  was  changed  by  a 
charter  amendment  in  1924,  which  detailed  the  minimum  strength  of 
each  type  of  fire  company. 
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Details  of  organisation  and  the  sfecific  salaries  fixed  for  each  rank 
in  the  police  and  fire  defartments  have  no  flace  in.  a  municifal  charter. 
The  effect  of  such  provisions  is  to  render  the  or gani-zation  inflexible  and 
arbitrary y  regardless  of  needs.  Until  recent  years,  the  San  Francisco 
charter  was  the  only  one  that  specified  such  forces  and  compensations ; 
local  firemen  state  that  they  have  been  instrumental  in  having  similar 
provisions  recently  enacted  in  the  charters  of  several  other  California 
cities. 

Regardless  of  the  form  of  governnient,  such  personnel  detail  should 
be  eliminated  from,  the  charter  and  should   be   controllable   by   annual 
budgets  based  on  administrative  recommendations  that  can   be  expecte-i 
to  moi^e  accurately  reflect  gradually -changing  conditions . 
Police  and  Fire  Salaries 

The  detail  specification  in  the  charter  of  fire  and  police  salaries  renders 
very  difficult  any  necessary  readjustments,  now  or  in  the  future,  between 
the  compensations  for  the  various  ranks.  That  such  adjustment  may  be 
required  would  seem  to  be,  indicated  by  the  fact  that  a  police  officer  on 
appointment  receives  the  same  salary  as  all  other  police  officers  regardless 
of  the  length  of  their  service,  while  in  the  fire  department,  salaries  are 
graded  from  a  minimum  to  a  maximum  for  the  lowest  ranking  positions 
over  a  period  of  three  years.  Men  holding  the  same  rank  are  paid  the 
same,  regardless  of  office,  field  or  special  assignments.  In  the  police  depart- 
ment, a  sergeant  with  a  definite  responsibility  for  a  certain  force  or  func- 
tion is  paid  only  $20  a  month  more  than  a  police  officer  having  no  such 
responsibility.  Lieutenants  and  captains,  each  with  progressively  higher 
degrees  of  responsibility  and  authority,  are  paid,  per  month,  only  $50  and 
$100,  respectively,  more  than  a  police  officer  entering  the  service. 

The  salary  scale  for  each  department  has  been  changed  on  the  initiative 
of  the  personnel  of  such  department  on  three  occasions  during  the  last 
ten  years.  A  superficial  contrast  of  the  salaries  in  each  department  would 
seem  to  indicate  that  the  rates  in  each  department  have  been  fixed  with 
regard  to  each  department  as  a  unit  and  without  relation  to  equities 
beween  the  two  departments  or  between  those  departments  and  the  city 
service  as  a  whole. 

Police  and  Fire  Pensions 

The  pension  provisions  applicable  to  fire  and  police  forces  have  been 
briefly  referred  to.  One  of  these  is  on  a  non-contributory  basis,  whereas 
the  general  employees  of  the  city  and  the  teachers  are  required  to  con- 
tribute half  of  the  cost  of  their  pension  systems,  exclusive  of  reserves  for 
the  "prior  service  liability"  incurred  by  each  employee's  period  of  service 
before  the  pension  system  was  adopted. 

In  the  fire  and  police  departments,  entrants  are  limited  to  persons 
between  the  ages  of  21  and  35.  In  the  police  department  the  retirement 
age  is  65;  in  the  fire  department  an  employee  may  retire  after  25  years 
of  service  or  after  20  years  of  service  at  55  years  of  age.     In  the  police 
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department  the  pension  rate  is  one-half  pay  based  on  the  average  pay  for 
the  three  years  prior  to  retirement;  in  the  fire  department  the  pension 
rate  is  one-half  of  the  amount  of  pay  received  at  the  time  of  retirement. 
Fire  department  pension  payments  to  dependents  are  more  Hberal  than 
those  appHcable  to  the  poHce  service. 

The  pohce  pension  system  cost  $218,000  in  1926-27,  a  small  part  of 
which  was  contributed  by  employees.  The  fire  department  pension  sys- 
tem for  the  same  year  cost  the  city  $379,000. 

The  fension  provisions  have  th^  legal  and  the  moral  effect  hf  a  con- 
tract '  between  the  city  and  the  citizens  on  the  one  hand  and  the  present 
members  of  the  fire  and  the  police  departments  on  the  other  hand.  In 
any  plan  of  charter  revision,  regardless  of  type  of  municipal  organization, 
it  would  seem  desirable  to  provide  for  actuarial  study  of  the  police  and 
fire  pension  requirements,  and  to  establish  an  improved  system  to  apply  to 
future  entrants  into  the  two  services,  with  provision  for  permissive  and 
compulsory  ages  of  retirement,  based  on  the  requirements  of  each  service, 
for  the  setting  up  of  adequate  reserves  for  the  future  sound  administra- 
tion of  tHe  system,  etc. 

Civil  Service  Exemptions 

Under  the  charter,  teachers,  library  forces  and  employees  of  the  park, 
playground,  city  attorney's  and  district  attorney's  departments  are 
exempted  from  the  civil  service  provisions  of  the  charter.  In  addition,  a 
number  of  positions  in  the  various  ofl&ces  are  specifically  exempted. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  should  be  established  as  the  personnel- 
findmg  agency  for  the  whole  service,  with  the  exception  of  the  school 
department  which  is  considered  as  having  State  powers  in  the  selection 
and  appointment  of  the  teaching  forces.  The  civil  service  commission 
could  be  of  material  assistance  to  executives,  even  for  the  choosing  of 
personnel  for  technical  and  professional  positions  which  in  many  quarters 
are  considered  as  beyond  the  proper  scope  of  civil  service  selection. 

Someone  must  make  the  selections  for  positions  exempted  from  civil 
service.  The  civil  service  commission,  by  practice  and  experience,  is  pre- 
sumed to  attain  an  expertness  in  selection  that  is  not  available  to  the 
average  executive.  For  technical  and  professional  positions  that  would 
not  be  considered  as  subject  to  the  usual  type  of  assembled  written  exam- 
ination, the  commission,  by  closely  cooperating  with  the  appointing 
power,  could  prevent  the  lowering  of  standards  in  any  case  and  could 
probably  attain  as  high  a  standard  as  an  individual  official  with  no  restric- 
tions on  the  selection  and  the  qualifications  of  employees  to  be  appointed 
by  him. 

In  any  prograrn  of  charter  revision,  departments  and  classes  of  posi- 
tions riow  exem-pted  should  be  brought  under  civil  service.  It  is  also 
highly  desirable  that  the  exempted  positions  in  the  higher  ranks  of  the 
various  offices  be  brought  under  civil  service  and  thus  open  up  promo- 
tional channels  for  civil  service  employees. 
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Temporary  Appointments 

One  of  the  charter  personnel  provisions  has  had  the  practical  effect 
of  exempting  a  number  of  positions.  This  provides  a  means  of  making 
"temporary  appointnments"  when  no  eligible  list  exists,  such  temporary 
appointments  to  be  limited  to  sixty  days.  A  number  of  positions  have 
been  filled  for  years,  pending  the  creation  of  civil  service  eligible  lists,  by 
such  temporary  appointments  continuously  renewed.  The  practical 
effect  of  this  provision  is  to  create  a  larger  number  of  exempted  positions 
than  are  specified  by  charter.  The  civil  service  commission  states  thai 
lack  of  funds  over  a  lengthy  period  for  examination  purposes  has  made  it 
impossible  to  hold  examinations  for  oncjob  classes,  and  in  some  cases 
slows  up  examinations  beyond  the  time  that  general  eligible  lists  are 
required. 

This  should  be  corrected  by  froviding  such  funds  as  the  civil  service 
commission  may  require  to  hold  examinations  for  positions  that  are  now 
fractically  exemfted  by  the  "tem-forary  affotntment*'  provision.  If  this 
can  be  SonCy  a  change  in  the  charter  should  be  madey  to  effectively  bar 
unnecessary  temporary  aff ointments y  by  fixing  a  limit — say  of  four 
months  in  any  fiscal  year — on  tlie  amount  of  comfensation  that  could  be 
authorized  by  the  civil  service  com,mission  and  'paid  by  the  auditor  to  any 
individual  holding  office  under  temporary  appointment. 

Disciplinary  Power  of  Executives 

The  civil  service  procedure  taken  as  a  whole  was  originally  intended 
to  break  up  the  "spoils"  system.  It  is  considered  by  many  advocates  of 
civil  service  and  students  of  municipal  government  that  it  has  gone  too 
far  in  many  cities  and  that  it  has  had  the  tendency  to  interfere  with 
proper  disciplinary  processes,  and,  on  occasion,  to  perpetuate  employees 
in  the  service  regardless  of  merit  or  efficiency. 

The  power  of  appointment  connotes  authority  and  responsibility  for 
forces — as  well  as  functions  and  appropriations — under  the  control  of  the 
appointing  power.  The  provision  in  the  San  Francisco  charter  and  in 
many  other  charters  whereby  the  civil  service  commission  is  required  to, 
or  may,  sit  in  judgment  on  the  appeals  of  employees  against  disciplinary 
action  may  operate  as  a  practical  bar  to  responsibility  for  administration. 

The  charter  provisions  relative  to  trials,  suspensions  and  dismissals 
provide  that  a  department  head  may  dismiss  an  employee  at  any  time 
within  the  first  six  months  of  service  of  such  employee — commonly  called 
the  "probationary"  period.  The  charter  also  provides  that  a  depart- 
ment head  may  suspend  a  subordinate  for  not  to  exceed  thirty  days,  and 
that  he  may  dismiss  such  subordinate  for  any  one  of  definitely  specified 
causes  by  handing  written  charges  to  the  employee.  The  employee  has 
a  right  of  hearing  before  the  department  head  and  the  right  to  appeal  in 
writing  to  the  civil  service  commission.     The  commission  may  confirm 
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the  department  head's  ruHng  or  require  the  department  head  to  present 
written  grounds  or  additional  evidence,  and  the  commission  may  then 
make  such  order  as  it  deems  best. 

If  the  result  of  such  procedure  is,  in  effect,  to  put  a  department  head 
on  trial,  or  if  the  order  of  the  civil  service  commission  is  to  return  the 
employee  to  his  position,  the  administrative  authority  and  responsibility 
of  every  department  head  is  seriously  hampered.  Officials  in  San  Fran- 
Cisco  and  other  cities  have  emphasi2;ed  their  practical  irresponsibility  for 
the  efficiency  of  their  forces,  in  the  face  of  these  provisions,  except  in 
aggravated  cases.  In  any  case  where  a  discharged  or  transferred  employee 
is  returned  to  his  position  by  a  civil  service  commission,  either  all  the 
facts  have  not  been  available,  or  action  has  not  been  based  solely  on  the 
facts,  or  the  department  head  should  be  subjected  to  inquiry  and  disci' 
plinary  action.  A  situation  created  by  a  discharged  or  transferred 
employee  being  ordered  returned  to  his  position  under  the  department 
head  who  disciplined  him,  may  seriously  affect  executive  control  of  the 
whole  force. 

No  one  can  equitably  argue  for  the  retention  of  inefficient  or  insubor- 
dinate services.  The  number  subject  to  the  effect  of  disciplinary  powers 
in  any  large  organi2;ation  is  very  small;  the  number  affected  by  the  lack  of 
proper  disciplinary  authority  and  procedure  in  any  large  organisation  is 
likely  to  be  nearly  100  per  cent. 

The  civil  service  commission  in  any  frogram,  of  charter  revision 
should  be  restricted  to  the  fersonnel- finding  function.  Executiife  heads 
should  have  disciplinary  fowcrs  over  their  forces  as  well  as  over  the 
functions  and  expenditures  for  which  they  are  responsible.  In  any  case 
of  suspension  or  disfnissal,  charges  made  by  the  executive  head  should 
be  required  in  writing  and  the  employee!  should  have  the  right  of  written 
appeal  therefrom,.  ^^ Appeal  boards'^  should  be  provided^  on  which  the 
rank  and  file  of  employees  should  be  representedy  for  a  consideration  of 
any  case  of  discipline  in  which  the  employee\  disciplined  files  written 
appeal.  An  appeal  board  should  be  required  to  ascertain  any  facts  grow- 
ing out  of  an  appeal,  and  should  be  required  to  file  report  of  its  investi- 
gation and  recom,mendations  with  the  executive  head  of  the  department 
and  with  the  city  manager.  All  such  written  charges,  appeah  and  reports 
should  be  matters  of  public  record.  The  executive  or  the  city  manager, 
on  the  report  of  an  appeal  board,  should  be  empowered  to  make  such 
disposition  as  in  his  judgment  is  required. 

Lest  this  be  considered  as  an  unrestricted  power,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  again  that  the  number  of  employees  subject  to  disciplinary  procedure 
in  even  the  largest  of  organi2,ations  is  but  a  negligible  percentage  of  the 
whole  force.  In  an  adequate  organization,  with  proper  diffusion  of 
responsibility  from  the  top  to  the  bottom,  an  executive  is  judged  by  many 
factors,  one  of  which  is  his  ability  to  control  and  inspire  his  subordinates. 
Favoritism  on  the  part  of  an  executive  would  be  effectively  prevented  by 
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reason  of  the  fact  that  he  would  have  to  fill  any  vacancy  from  names 
on  a  certified  eligible  list. 

Political  Activity 

The  charter  prohibits  political  activity  for  or  against  candidates  for 
public  office,  only  for  the  police  and  the  fire  forces  and  the  police  and 
fire  commissions.  It  seems  obvious  that  non'elective  officials  and 
employees,  paid  from  tax  funds  collected  from  all  of  the  people,  should 
be  barred  from  public  political  activities  in  support  of  or  in  opposition 
to  any  candidate  for  public  office. 

Any  program  of  charter  revision  should  prohibit  all  employees  in 
the  city  and  county  service  from  engaging  in  political  campaigns  of  any 
person  for  public  officey  with  a  penalty  of  dismissal  for  violation,  on 
charges  and  proof  of  such  violation  brought  by  any  official  or  citizen. 

Charter  Procedural  Provisions 

In  addition  to  charter  provisions  specifying  or  affecting  matters  of 
organisation,  management,  policies  and  personnel,  which  have  been  dis- 
cussed hereinbefore,  there  are  various  provisions  affecting  the  procedure 
of  municipal  departments,  which  are  susceptible  of  considerable  improve- 
ment.  Certain  of  these  are  covered  by  charter  specifications;  others  are 
now  restricted  by  State  laws;  others  are  matters  of  departmental  practice. 

Administrative  procedure,  applicable  to  many  of  our  municipal  func- 
tions, has  undergone  a  change  during  the  period  that  the  charter  has 
been  in  effect,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  scope  and  functions  of  both 
private  business  and  government  have  changed.  Many  of  the  old  hand- 
processses  have  been  replaced  by  the  use  of  typwriters,  calculating  and 
bookkeeping  machines  and  other  office  equipment.  The  manual  delivery 
of  messages  has  been  displaced  by  the  use  of  the  telephone.  Horse- 
drawn  transportation  of  persons  and  materials  has,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  been  displaced  by  motor  vehicles.  Scientific  studies  of  innumer- 
able processes  have  resulted  in  the  abandonment  of  old  rule-of-thumb 
methods. 

Many  of  the  procedural  matters  specified  or  permitted  by  the  original 
provisions  of  the  charter  have  been  changed  by  a  large  number  of  indi- 
vidual uncoordinated  amendments.  Many  such  changes  might  be  cited: 
The  centrali^iation  of  city  purchasing,  the  requirement  that  employments 
be  classified  as  a  basis  for  salary  standardi2;ation,  the  creation  of  a  small 
annual  fund  for  "urgent  necessities"  or  emergencies,  the  specification  that 
budget  appropriations  for  personal  services  be  restricted  to  the  payment  of 
compensations,  matters  dealing  v^nth  the  awarding  of  contracts  and  con- 
tractors' liabilities,  etc. 

Disbursing  Procedure 

The  charter  provisions  establishing  the  city's  budget  and  fiscal  pro- 
cedure create  an  involved  and  cumbersome  system.  The  charter  estab- 
lishes a  legislative  budget  procedure  under  which  the  finance  committee 
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of  the  board  of  supervisors  receives  and  holds  hearings  on  all  depart- 
mental budget  requests  and  proposes  a  budget  to  the  board  of  super- 
visors for  adoption.  Thereafter  the  supervisors  must  authori2;e  the  expen- 
diture of  each  budget  appropriation,  except  for  fixed  charges,  charter 
items  and  compensations.  The  consideration  of,  and  action  on,  depart- 
mental requests  to  expend  non-personal  budget  appropriations  constitutes 
a  great  deal  of  detail  that  must  be  passed  upon  by  the  finance  committee. 

When  the  appropriations  are  expended  by  the  departments  and  the 
bills  therefor  are  received,  these  must  be  approved  by  the  board  of  super- 
visors, which  requires  prior  examination  and  recommendation  by  the 
finance)  committee.  Any  claim  over  $200  requires  "passage  to  print"  by 
the  board  of  supervisors,  advertising  for  five  days,  "final  passage"  by 
the  board  of  supervisors,  re-publication  and,  finally,  signature  by  the 
mayor.  These  processes  usually  require  so\  much  time  that  it  is  impos- 
sible, in  most  cases,  for  the  city  to  pay  its  bills  with  the  degree  of  prompt- 
ness necessary  to  take  advantage  of  ordinary  commercial  discounts.  It 
has  been  roughly  estimated  that  the  amounts  of  such  commercial  dis- 
counts that  could  be  saved  by  the  city  under  improved  disbursing  pro- 
cedure would  range  from  $40,000  to  $70,000  per  year,  or  more  than  the 
cost  of  operation  of  the  purchasing  agent's  office. 

Executive  Budget  Procedure  Proposed 

The  Bureau  believes  that  the  charter  fiscal  provisions  are  unduly  cum- 
bersome and  do  not  provide  for  adequate  accounting  and  administrative 
control.  Attempt  was  made,  unsuccessfully,  in  1924  to  amend  and  mod- 
ernize these. 

It  is  recommended  that  an  executive  budget  frocedure  be  established 
as  a  -procedural  detail  of  a  city  manager  form  of  governm.ent.  Under 
such  procedure  the  city  manager  would  compile,  budget  estimates  for  the 
doming  fiscal  year  in  consultation  zuith  his  department  heads  and,  by  the 
inclusion  of  budget  estimates  of  departm^ents  or  offices  not  under  his  con- 
trol, would  submit  a  complete  proposed  budget  to  the  legislative  body. 
The  legislative  body  would  be  required  to  pass  on  the  proposal  and  to 
adopt  it,  subject  to  such  am-endments  as  it  m.ight  require.  The  city  man- 
ager's budget  proposal  and  the  budget  adopted  by  the  board  of  supervisors 
should  be  itemized  in  such  detail  as  ivould  be  necessary  for  proper  account- 
ing control  of  expenditures. 

The  auditor  should  ^i?  required  to  certify  as  to  the  availability  of 
specified  funds  to  cover  liabilities  created  by  purchase  orders  and  contracts 
— in  the  sarm  manner  as  is  now  required  before  contracts  may  be  entered 
into — and  to  reserve  funds  to  pay  bills  incurred  by  such  purchase  orders 
and  contracts  as  such  bills  are  submitted. 

The  legislative  body,  by  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  the 
budget,  by  the  approval  of  contracts  and  of  purchase  orders  involving 
more  than  a  specified  sum — say  $1000 — and  by  a  system  of  prompt  and 
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detailed  monthly  reports  showing  exfenditures,  encumbrances  and  balances 
in  each  fund — all  of  which  should  be  provided  for  by  charter — would  be 
required  to  exercise  comflete  and  continuous  supervision  over  expendi- 
tures, and  thus  over  the  manner  in  which  the  program  and  appropriation 
policies  established  by  the  budget  or  other  legislative  measures  would  be 
carried  out. 

Although  it  does  not  necessitate  charter  change,  the  budget,  which  is 
now  a  budget  of  partial  expenditures  only,  should  be  a  budget  of  all 
expenditures  and  all  revenues,  including  bond  funds  authorized  by  the 
people  which  would  be  expended  during  the  fiscal  year  covered  by  the 
budget. 

Provision  for  "Outside"  Audits 

The  question  has  been  raised  on  several  occasions  as  to  the  soundness 
and  wisdom  of  having  the  auditor  appointed  by  and  a  subordinate  of  the 
city  manager.  The  relation  of  the  auditor  to  the  units  of  the  administra- 
tive organization  is  very  close.  This  requires  his  participation  in  the 
administrative  operations  of  all  departments  issuing  purchase  orders  or 
having  payrolls.  These  operations,  requiring  close  coordination  between 
the  auditor  and  all  other  units  of  the  administrative  organization,  seem  to 
require  that  the  auditor  be  a  part  of  such  organization 

The  factor  of  safety  provided  by  the  auditing  of  all  financial  trans- 
actions can  be  secured  by  charter  specification  requiring  the  annual  audit 
of  city  fiscal  operations  by  outside  public  accountants.  This  should  be 
coupled  with  provisions  requiring  that  audits  shall  be  made  when  there  is 
any  change  in  the  incum^bency  of  an  office  responsible  for  city  funds,  and 
that  the  city  m,anager  or  the  legislative  body,  at  any  time,  m,ay  require  an 
audit  of  the  accounts  of  any  officer  or  departm,ent  handling  money. 

Improved  Purchasing 

Under  existing  charter  provisions,  it  has  not  been  legally  possible  to 
create  a  "stores  revolving  fund",  by  means  of  which  the  city  could  take 
advantage  of  especially  favorable  market  conditions  for  the  purchase  and 
holding  of  materials  and  supplies  for  future  use.  The  purchaser  of  supplies 
has  previously  reported  many  specific  instances  where  the  availability  of 
funds  for  making  purchases  under  favorable  market  conditions  would 
have  saved  the  city  large  sums.  Just  what  the  amount  of  such  savings 
would  be  has  not  been  estimated,  but  on  the  basis  of  isolated  instances,  it 
is  estimated  that  these  would  probably  be  much  larger  than  the  estimated 
possible  savings  that  the  city  might  secure  by  taking  advantage  of  com' 
mercial  discounts.  Necessary  authority  for  the  creation  and  operation  of 
such  a  revolving  fund  is  a  simple  detail  of  any  program  of  charter  revision. 

Adequate  Emergency  Fund 

Under  the  charter  the  city  is  limited  to  an  "urgent  necessity"  fund  of 
$100,000,  with  the  provision  that  appropriations  from  this  fund  shall 
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require  a  five-sixths  vote  of  the  board  of  supervisors.  This  is  obviously 
inadequate  as  an  emergency  fund  for  a  municipal  corporation  of  the  si;j;e, 
spending  power  and  potential  liabilities  of  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco,  and  would  be  quickly  wiped  out  by  any  unusual  emergency. 
This  limitation  has  forced  various  finance  committees  in  the  past  to  under- 
estimate the  amount  to  be  received  from  licenses  and  other  sources  classi- 
fied as  "miscellaneous  revenues",  for  the  purpose  of  creating  an  unbud- 
geted  surplus  to  be  used  for  meeting  deficits,,  necessary  expenditures  not 
foreseen  when  the  budget  was  compiled,  etc. 

The  charter  should  be  revised  to  provide  for  a  more  adequate  emer- 
gency fundy  to  be  gradually  built  uf  year*,  by  year  out  of  taxation  until  it 
reaches  an  estimated  necdssary  am-ount — say^  equivalent  to  the  proceeds 
from  a  current  tax-rate  of  ten  cents.  As  a  fart  of  such  provision,  frofer 
safeguards  should  be  specified  so  that  such  a  fund  would  not  be  used  as  a 
routine  sufflement  to  anyiual  budgets. 

Temporary  Borrowing 

No  provision  is  made  in  the  charter  for  the  financing  of  payrolls  and 
other  expenditure  items  from  July  1,  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year,  until 
early  in  November  when  the  first  tax  payments  are  due.  The  only  rev- 
enues coming  in  during  such  period  are  from  licenses  and  other  miscella- 
neous revenues.  This  has  required,  in  the  past,  the  temporary  use  of 
available  idle  bond  funds  to  meet  normal  monthly  expenditures.  This 
procedure  was  probably  illegal  under  the  charter  and  is  not  a  desirable 
policy,  when  solely  a  matter  of  informal  procedure. 

To  froferly  frovide  for  necessary  expenditures  during  the  four 
Tnonths  frior  to  the  receipt  of  taxeSy  th^  charter  should  be  am-endetd  to 
legalizei  the  use  of  available  idle  funds  if  this  is  considered  desirabley  and 
to  frovide  that  loans  made  from  such  funds  shall  constitute  a  first  lien  on 
tax  m,oneys  received;  or  to  provide  that  the  cityy  under  proper  saf  e guards y 
may  arrange  for  temporary  borrowing  in  anticipation  of  tax  revenuesy 
such  loans  to  constitute  a  first  lien  on  tax  revenues. 

Bond  Issue  Proceedings 

The  detailed  charter  specifications  governing  the  proceedings  inci- 
dental to  the  submission  of  any  bond  issue  proposals  to  the  people  are 
cumbersome  and  should  be  simplified.  These  have  some  absurdities,  such, 
for  instance,  as  requiring  the  city  to  advertise  for  offers  of  sale  to  the  city 
of  tunnels  through  the  Coast  Range  by  anyone  owning  such  tunnels.  The 
city  engineer  is  required  to  submit  all  estimates  of  cost  for  which  bond 
issues  are  to  be  submitted,  although  he  cannot  have  necessary  independent 
information  on  requirements  of  health,  park,  playground  and  other  de- 
partments. 

Photostating  and  Permanent  Registration 

Two  matters  of  procedure  that  have  worked  out  splendidly  in  other 
states  and  which  are  not  possible  in  San  Francisco  because  of  provisions 
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of  the  state  law,  might  be  provided  for  by  charter  amendment.  It  is  not 
now  possible  to  provide  for  the  permanent  registration  of  voters,  although 
the  registrar  of  voters  has  advocated  this  for  years.  It  is  hkewise  not 
possible  to  provide  for  the  photostating,  instead  of  the  copying,  of  docu' 
ments,  because  the  state  law  does  not  specifically  authorize  the  use  of  the 
photostat  process,  although  this  procedure  has  materially  expedited  the 
work  of  recording  elsewhere  and  has  materially  reduced  the  costs  thereof, 
particularly  in  Chicago. 

Discussion  of  Charter  Revision  Proposals 

Many  detailed  questions  pertaining  to  the  existing  provisions  of  the 
charter,  or  pertaining  to  Bureau  proposals  for  the  revision  of  existing 
charter  provisions,  have  been  raised  and  discussed  by  citizens  and  repre- 
sentatives of  civic  organizations.   Among  such  topics  are  the  following: 

The  extent  to  which  the  citizens  of  California  cities  may  exercise 
homcrule  powers  or  may  specify  and  deal  with  municipal  functions  by 
specific  charter  provisions  or  by  charter  authorization  to  deal  with  such. 

The  size  of  the  legislative  body  and  the  effect  of  size  on  legislative  and 
policydetermining  operations. 

The  extent  to  which  modifications  may  be  made  in  a  dty  manager  plan 
of  government  to  meet  specific  local  conditions. 

The  authority  of  the  mayor  in  city  manager  cities  and  whether  the 
veto  power  vested  in  the  mayor  under  the  mayor-council  form  should  be 
retained  under  the  city  manager  form. 

The  fundamental  policy  that  should  govern  the  establishment  of  an 
office  as  an  elective  office  or  one  to  be  filled  by  appointment. 

The  extent  to  which  the  powers  of  granting  permits,  handling  zoning 
and  other  city  planning  problems,  etc.,  could  be  delegated  to  administra- 
tive departments,  for  the  purpose  of  freeing  the  legislative  body  from 
administrative  details. 

The  necessary  provisions,  in  certain  cases,  for  power  of  "final  appeal" 
to  the  legislative  body  by  citizens  who  do  not  concur  in  administrative 
rulings  relative  to  zoning,  etc. 

Whether  the  auditor  should  be  appointive  by  the  council  or  by  the 
city  manager,  or  elective;  and,  as  another  alternative,  the  auditing,  by 
outside  public  accountants,  of  the  accounts  of  municipal  departments 
charged  with  the  handling  of  funds. 

The  desirability  of  the  "blanketing-in"  under  civil  service  of  incum- 
bent elective  officials,  whose  offices  may  be  made  appointive. 

The  extent  to  which,  and  the  methods  by  which,  the  authority  of  a 
city  manager  would  be  limited  by  the  adoption  of  legislative  measures 
dealing  with  the  annual  budget  and  with  matters  of  policy  and  program. 
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The  desirability  of  fixing  special  tax-rates  by  charter  for  specific  de- 
partments  and  if  desirable,  whether  or  not  this  should  be  extended  as  a 
policy  to  apply  to  all  major  activities,  with  criticism  of  the  general  exten- 
sion  of  such  tax-rates  because  of  the  inflexibility  it  would  cause  in  munici- 
pal budgets  and  other  financial  matters. 

The  undesirability  of  specifying,  in  the  charter,  salaries  for  personnel, 
with  discussion  of  the  desirability  for  maintaining  charter  salaries  now 
specified  for  police  and  fire  forces. 

The  difficulties  and  the  desirability  or  undesirability  of  attempting  to 
select  attorneys,  physicians  and  other  professional  employees  by  civil 
service  methods. 

The  equity  from  the  standpoint  of  municipal  employees  of  authorizing 
departmental  executives  to  exercise  disciplinary  control  over  their  forces, 
subject  only  to  the  restraining  effect  of  written  public  reports  prepared  by 
an  "appeal  board". 

The  existing  fire  pension  provisions  of  the  charter,  the  early  retirement 
ages  provided  thereby  and  the  necessity  for  specifying  a  relatively  early 
retirement  age  for  members  of  the  fire  department. 

The  extension  to  the  whole  municipal  service  of  the  prohibition,  now 
applicable  to  the  fire  and  police  departments,  of  political  activities  in  sup- 
port of  or  in  opposition  to  candidates  for  public  office. 

The  relative  merits  of  detailed  specification  of  municipal  powers  as 
contrasted  with  a  "general  grant  of  municipal  powers". 

The  recommendation  of  the  necessity  of  adopting  general  principles  to 
cover  any  charter  revision  program  and  not  confusing  main  issues  by  the 
discussion  of  individual  details,  no  matter  how  important. 

A  proposal  made  by  one  of  the  improvement  clubs  for  a  commission 
form  of  government  with  a  commission  of  nine  members  and  the  admin- 
istrative activities  of  the  city  divided  into  nine  departments,  each  to  be 
headed  by  a  commissioner;  and  the  presentation  of  other  views  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  proposal. 

Types  of  permit  matters,  the  administration  of  which  might  be  assigned, 
respectively,  to  the  police,  health,  fire,  public  works  and  other  depart- 
ments under  general  regulations  to  be  specified  by  ordinances  of  the 
legislative  body,  and  the  effect  of  such  procedure  in  freeing  the  legislative 
body  of  administrative  detail. 

The  desirability  of  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  court  for  San 
Francisco. 
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Charter  Revision  Required  for  City 
Manager  Plan 

In  the  foregoing  outline  the  Bureau  has  discussed  a  number  of  points 
on  which  the  charter  is  considered  defective,  with  specific  proposals  for 
improvements.  These  have  been  presented  to  the  Judiciary  Committee, 
and  details  of  the  whole  "series  of  proposals  have  provoked  discussion  of 
several  of  the  phases. 

The  question  has  been  raised,  and  properly  so,  that  many  of  these 
proposals  are  separate  matters  in  themselves  and  are  not  inherent  to  the 
mayor-council,  city  manager,  or  any  other  plan  of  government.  These  are 
presented  as  Bureau  points  of  view  on  all  matters  provided  for  in  the 
charter,  which,  in;  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  are  of  importance  and  arc 
susceptible  of  improvement,  but  are  not  necessarily  inherent  to  the  city 
manager  or  any  other  of  the  four  forms  of  government. 

The  fundamental  recommendation  made  by  the  Bureau,  however, 
involves  a  change  in  the  structure  of  organization  now  provided  by  the 
charter  and  proposes  that  this  be  abandoned  and  be  replaced  by  a  city 
manager  form  of  organization.  Accordingly,  it  would  seem  desirable  to 
summarize  briefly  such  of  the  criticisms  and  recommendations  that  have 
been  made  by  the  Bureau,  that  might  be  considered  as  essentials  of  a 
manager  plan. 

Essentials  of  City  Manager  Government 

The  essentials  of  a  sound  city  manager  or  council-manager  plan  of 
government  are: 

(1)  Separation  of  legislative  and  administrative  functions; 

(2)  Concentration  of  responsibility  in  the  legislative  body  as  a  "board 
of  directors"; 

(3)  The  delegation  of  administrative  management  to  a  city  manager, 
under  conditions  that  make  him  responsive  and  responsible  to  the  legisla- 
tive body,  endow  him  with  necessary  authority  to  properly  coordinate 
municipal  functions  and  serve  as  the  city's  administrative  head  under  the 
council,  and  provide  for  clear-cut  responsibility  throughout  the  adminis- 
trative organization; 

(4)  Provisions  that  will  enable  the  legislative  body  to  choose  among 
the  highest  available  talent  for  the  city  managership,  regardless  of  local 
or  political  restrictions,  and  solely  on  the  basis  of  experience  and  ability 
as  quahfications  for  the  responsibilities  of  the  office. 

City  Manager  Government  Requires  Reorganization 

Keeping  these  essentials  in  mind,  a  reorganization  of  our  present  munic- 
ipal organization  structure  is  required.   A  number  of  offices  now  elective 
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must  be  made  appointive.  Certain  of  these,  because  of  the  nature  of  their 
functions,  would  be  appointed  by  and  be  responsive  to  the  legislative 
body.  Certain  other  such  officers,  because  of  the  necessity  of  their  close 
tie-in  with  administrative  matters,  should  be  appointed  by  and  be  respon- 
sible to  the  city  manager. 

Boards  or  commissions  now  in  charge  of  administrative  affairs  that 
are  to  be  placed  under  the  control  of  the  city  manager  must  be  replaced 
by  single  heads.  It  is  obvious  that  a  city  manager,  as  the  chief  adminis- 
trative officer,  cannot  properly  function  and  cannot  properly  coordinate 
the  various  activities  for  which  he  is  to  be  held  responsible  if  any  or  all 
of  these  should  be  in  charge  of  boards  or  commissions,  each  of  which 
would  have  supervision  and  control  over  the  executive  head  of  the  depart- 
ment. Advisory  boards  can  be  provided  to  bring  about  citizen  participa- 
tion in  such  activities  where  this  is  considered  as  desirable;  the  function 
of  such  boards,  however,  should  be  limited  to  consultation  and  advisory 
contacts  and  should  not  extend  to  administrative  control  of  departmental 
activities. 

Such  organi2;ation  will  materially  shorten  the  ballot,  will  provide  for  a 
small  number  of  boards  and  commissions  for  quasi-judicial  or  policy  func- 
tions, will  clearly  separate  the  legislative  and  administrative  branches  of 
the  government,  and  will  clearly  fix  responsibility  for  administrative  affairs 

Charter  revision  should  provide  for  a  specific  organi2;ation  down  to 
and  including  the  bureaus  into  which  the  several  departments  will  be 
subdivided,  and  should  also  empower  the  legislative  body  to  combine 
separate  functions  and  provide  for  necessary  organi2;ation  flexibility  when 
such  changes  shall  be  recommended  by  the  city  manager,  as  the  city's 
administrative  expert. 

General  Grant  of  Municipal  Powers 

A  "general  grant"  of  municipal  powers  should  be  written  into  the 
charter  to  obviate  the  biennial  necessity  of  specific  isolated  charter  amend- 
ments to  add  to  the  specified  powers  of  the  city.  A  detailed  specification 
of  powers,  which  has  been  suggested,  may  not  be  undesirable  if  accom- 
panied by  a  general  grant  of  municipal  powers.  Before  this  is  attempted, 
however,  the  city  attorney's  opinion  should  be  requested  as  to  whether 
the  detailed  specification,  even  though  accompanied  by  a  general  grant  of 
power,  will  not  operate  legally  to  restrict  the  general  grant  of  municipal 
powers. 

The  charter  should  provide  thad  the  duties  of  county  officers  shall  be 
in  accordance  with  state  law,  or  as  these  may  be  provided  by  charter 
when  not  contrary  to  the  State  constitution.  This  will  permit  of  greater 
procedural  flexibility  for  city  and  county  matters  not  restricted  by  consti- 
tutional provisions. 

Permit  and  City  Planning  Administration 

Charter  provision  should  be  made  for  a  city  planning  commission  and 
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for  the  administrative  handling  of  permits.  Provision  should  be  made  for 
final  appeal  to  the  legislative  body  in  regard  to  important  matters  of  policy 
concerning  zoning,  changes  in  the  city  plan,  etc.  This  will  reheve  the 
legislative  body  of  administrative  details  and  will  permit  the  administra- 
tive departments  to  properly  operate  within  their  respective  functions. 

Performance  of  Public  Work 

For  the  performance  of  public  works  construction  and  reconstruction 
(excluding  maintenance  work),  the  department  of  public  works  should 
be  authorized  or  required  to  submit  bids  in  competition  with  private  con- 
tractors,  and  should,  in  addition,  be  authorized  to  perform  a  certain 
amount  of  such  work  and  to  keep  careful  costs  thereof,  for  such  effect  as 
this  may  have  on  the  regulation  of  private  contract  bids.  This  will  effec- 
tively regulate  city  and  private  contract  operations  for  which  the  city 
expends  large  sums  each  year. 

Civil  Service 

A  plan  of  charter  revision  to  provide  for  a  city  manager  form  of  gov- 
ernment should  eliminate  civil  service  exemptions  that  now  obtain  for 
park  and  playground  personnel  and  for  individual  positions  in  various 
offices.  The  power  to  make  "temporary  appointments"  should  be  re- 
stricted. 

Detailed  specification  of  number  and  titles  of  employees  in  various 
departments  should  be  eHminated;  these  should  be  controlled  either  by 
detailed  specification  in  annual  budgets  or  by  a  salary  ordinance  accom- 
panying each  annual  budget. 

Under  the  city  manager  plan  the  charter  should  prohibit  city  em- 
ployees from  participating  in  political  support  of  or  opposition  to  any 
candidate  for  an  elective  or  appointive  office.  This  is  a  usual  provision  in 
city  charters.  Under  the  manager  plan  it  is  especially  desirable  that 
administrative  employees  have  no  such  public  political  activities. 

Executive  Control 

Greater  power  should  be  given  to  executive  heads  in  disciplinary 
matters.  If  this  is  not  generally  approved,  it  may  be  considered  as  a 
development  to  be  considered  later,  after  a  city  manager  plan  shall  have 
been  in  effect,  assuming  that  this  should  be  proposed  and  should  be 
adopted.  If  the  retention  of  civil  service  commission  hearings  is  consid- 
ered essential  at  this  time,  these  should  be  limited  to  inquiry  and  report, 
so  as  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of  practically  putting  an  executive  on  trial 
and  under  cross  examination,  to  the  consequent  weakening  of  his  execu- 
tive control  of  his  department. 

Appropriation  and  Disbursing  Procedure 

To  permit  of  the  proper  functioning  of  the  city  manager  or  any  other 
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business-like  plan  of  government,  it  will  be  necessary  to  revise  the  charter 
provisions  dealing  with  budget,  auditing,  appropriation  and  disbursing 
procedure.  The  charter  should  require  preparation  of  budget  estimates  of 
proposed  expendN-^'-'^  o  and  estimated  revenues  by  the  city  manager  in 
sufficient  detail  to  -  -  -  -•  ^mplete  accounting  control.  This  will  require 
the  consideration  oi  i  proposed  expenditure  in  relation  to  all  others, 
and  in  relation  to  tl         y's  ability  to  finance  these. 

The  charter  shoulu  ^^rovide  that  the  legislative  body,  after  considera- 
tion and  necessary  revision  of  the  manager's  budget  proposals,  shall  adopt 
the  annual  budget  as  an  appropriation  ordinance.  Such  procedure  will 
relieve  the  legislative  body  of  continuous  appropriation  details,  and, 
coupled  with  complete  auditor's  reports,  will  permit  of  continuous  legis- 
lative supervision  of  administrative  expenditures. 

The  prior  certification  by  the  auditor  on  purchase  orders  as  well  as  on 
contracts  should  be  required,  together  with  the  proper  encumbrance  of 
funds  to  meet  liabilities  under  purchase  orders  and  contracts.  Obviously, 
this  is  required  to  guard  against  unauthori2;ed  overdrafts  against  funds. 

The  charter  should  require  monthly  reports  showing  expenditures, 
encumbrances  and  balances  for  all  funds  and  such  other  detail  as  the  legis- 
lative body  may  require  for  its  supervision  of  and  information  on  admin- 
istrative matters,  and  to  see  that  its  appropriation  policies  are  carried  out 
This  is  required  to  facilitate  supervision  by  the  legislative  body,  as  a 
"board  of  directors"  over  administrative  expenditures. 

Provision  should  be  made  by  charter  for  audit  by  outside  public 
accountants  of  the  accounts  of  all  offices  and  departments  annually,  or 
when  there  is  any  change  in  incumbency,  or  without  notice  whenever  the 
council  or  the  city  manager  may  require.  This  is  primarily  for  business- 
like checking  of  the  city's  funds,  and  to  supplement  supervision  by  the 
legislative  body  of  financial  transactions. 

Reserve  Funds 

An  adequate  emergency  fund  should  be  provided  for  by  charter  which 
should  prescribe  how  such  fund  shall  be  built  up,  what  its  maximum  shall 
be,  and  should  also  provide  necessary  safeguards  so  that  such  fund  may 
be  preserved  for  purposes  of  real  emergency  and  not  used  merely  as  a 
supplement  to  the  annual  budget.  This  proposal,  and  the  proposed  safe- 
guards, are  obvious.  An  epidemic,  a  major  catastrophe,  or  even  a  rela- 
tively minor  occurrence,  may  be  met  only  by  an  adequate  reserve.  An 
actual  "emergency"  fund  must  not  be  dissipated  by  continuous  annual 
drafts  for  non-emergency  purposes. 

The  charter  should  empower  the  council  to  authori2;e  temporary  bor- 
rowings in  anticipation  of  taxes,  on  the  joint  recommendation  of  the  city 
manager  and  the  head  of  the  department  of  finance.  This  is  to  provide 
for  necessary  financial  flexibility,  during  annual  periods  prior  to  the  receipt 
of  tax  revenues,  so  that  normal  expenditures  may  be  met. 
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Conclusion 

The  San  Francisco  charter,  adopted  in  1898  and  now  thirty  years  old, 
has  been  amended  in  from  150  to  175  particulars.  Man>  -^  ♦■hese  amend' 
ments  were  grafted  indivdually  on  the  old  frani9 7*^ '^'in-i-^qtiout  relation, 
one  to  the  other.  -        * 

The  present  day  knowledge  of  municipal  gove-  ht  requirements 
emphasizes  the  inadequacy  of  the  charter  for  the  efifuent  carrying  on  of 
the  large  business  activities  of  the  government.  The  diffusion  of  authority, 
the  large  number  of  independent  elec  've  officials,  and  the  number  of 
administrative  boards  and  commissions  with  varying  degrees  of  inde- 
pendence, do  not  permit  of  the  most  business-like  type  of  administration. 

There  are 'two  methods  under  which  the  charter  may  be  completely 
revised.  One  is  the  preparation  of  a  new  charter  by  a  board  of  fifteen 
freeholders  elected  by  the  people.  The  other  is  the  preparation  and  pro- 
posing of  a  single  amendment  in  which  could  be  included  all  points 
deemed  essential,  and  which  could  repeal  articles,  chapters  or  sections  of 
the  charter  in  conflict  with  the  new  proposal. 

Benefits  Expected  from  City  Manager  Plan 

A  reorganization  of  our  governmental  structure  should  be  of  great  benefit 
to  San  Francisco.  The  centralization  and  fixing  of  responsibility  in  prac- 
tically every  city  that  has  adopted  the  city  manager  form  has  brought 
the  affairs  of  government  closer  to  the  people.  A  large  number  of  the 
cities  that  have  adopted  the  city  manager  plan,  because  of  the  more  busi- 
ness-like organization  and  methods  it  provides,  have  been  able  to  cut  costs 
of  government  and  either  cut  tax-rates  or  undertake  larger  work  programs 
with  the  same  funds. 

The  city  manager  form  of  municipal  organization  closely  parallels  the 
form  of  American  private  business  organization,  which  is  spreading 
around  the  world  and  under  which  the  various  sections  of  the  United 
States  have  had  a  degree  of  prosperity  hitherto  unknown  in  the  world's 
history. 

A  system  of  government — ^-which  is  now  effective  in  364  American 
cities  in  which  over  7,000,000  people  now  live — which  has,  in  almost 
every  jurisdiction  where  it  has  been  applied,  reduced  costs,  or  permitted 
of  a  greatly  increased  program  without  increased  costs;  which  has  estab- 
lished high  standards  among  cities  for  the  care  of  the  poor,  the  develop- 
ment of  schools,  libraries,  parks  and  playgrounds,  and  other  educational 
and  social  advantages;  which  has  brought  municipal  government  closer  to 
the  people  and  the  people  closer  to  the  government;  which  has  established 
long-time,   far-sighted  programs  in  its  respective  cities;  and  which  has 
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advanced  many  other  municipal  government  functions  and  services  for  the 
greatest  benefit  to  the  people  of  the  cities  served— is  a  system  that  merits 
serious  consideration  as  to  its  application,  and  the  benefits  to  be  derived 
from  such  application,  to  San  Francisco. 

That  is  the  city  manager  form  of  municipal  government — the  nearest 
counterpart  in  government  to  the  best  form  and  practice  in  private  busi- 
ness, commerce  and  industry  in  this  country. 
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iS/Iay  ist  Bond  Issue  Proposals 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  taken  the  necessary  steps  to  submit  two 
water  bond'issue  proposals  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  at  the  primary  election 
of  Tuesday,  May  1st.  The  proposed  bond  issues  aggregate  $65,000,000— 
$24,000,000  for  the  completion  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  water  project,  and 
$41,000,000  for  the  acquisition  of  the  water  producing,  storage  and  dis' 
tribution  properties  and  plant  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company. 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  outlines  herein  the  various 
financial  and  other  factors  pertaining  to  each  proposal,  and  recommends 
that  the  two  issues  be  approved. 

The  Hetch  Hetchy  $24,000,000  Bond  Issue 

Proposed  Construction 

The  uncompleted  units  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  aqueduct  to  be  con- 
structed from  proceeds  of  the  proposed  $24,000,000  bond  issue,  include: 

(1)  47.4  miles  of  steel  pipe  across  the  San  Joaquin  valley,  at  a 
cost  of  approximately  $8,000,000,  from  the  western  terminus  of  the 
Foothill  Tunnel  (Oakdale  Portal)  to  the  proposed  tunnel  through 
the  Coast  Range  Mountain  (at  Tesla  Portal),  and 

(2)  28.6  miles  of  tunnels  and  2  miles  of  steel  pipe,  estimated  to 
cost  $16,000,000,  through  the  Coast  Range  Mountains  from  Tesla 
Portal,  western  terminus  of  the  proposed  valley  pipe  line,  to  Irving' 
ton  Portal,  eastern  terminus  of  the  existing  Bay  Division  of  the 
aqueduct. 

A  profile  chart  of  the  entire  Hetch  Hetchy  project,  prepared  from  the 
City  Engineer's  progress  profile,  is  shown  oh  pages  82-83,  to  illustrate  the 
location  and  extent  o'f  the  finished  work,  and  the  portions  to  be  financed 
by  the  proposed  $24,000,000  bond  issue. 

The  proposed  San  Joaquin  pipe  line,  to  be  financed  out  of  the  pro' 
posed  bond  issue,  is  designed  for  a  capacity  of  60,000,000  gallons  daily; 
as  water  demands  require,  additional  pipe  lines  are  to  be  provided.  The 
proposed  Coast  Range  tunnel  is  designed  for  a  capacity  of  250,000,000 
gallons  daily,  and,  when  future  water  demands  require,  another  tunnel  is 
to  be  built.  The  shafts  for  the  tunnel  to  be  constructed  under  the  pro- 
posed bond  issue  will  be  concrete-lined  and  will  be  permanent,  so  that 
they  may  be  used  at  such  time  in  the  future  when  the  second  unit  may  be 
required  to  supply  an  additional  amount  of  water.  Rights  of  way  are 
being  acquired  vdth  this  object  in  view  at  the  present  time. 

Existing  facilities  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company,  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  Bay  Division  of  the  aqueduct,  plus  the  construction  proposed 
under  the  $24,000,000  bond  issue,  will  give  San  Francisco  an  available 
supply  of  125,000,000  gallons  daily  by  1932  or  1933.  The  pipe  line  now 
under  construction  by  the  Spring  Valley  Company  will  provide  for  an 
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ultimate  delivery  capacity  to  San  Francisco  in  excess  of  80,000,000  gal- 
lons daily. 

Capacity  of  Project  and  Units  Completed 

In  the  Mountain  Division  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  project  all  units  of 
the  water  and  power  system,  from  the  O'Shaughnessy  Dam  on  the  Tuol- 
Imne  River  (the  main  storage  reservoir  for  the  system)  to  the  Moccasin 
Creek  power  plant,  have  been  completed  out  of  1910  bond  issue  funds. 
Other  units  completed  from  these  funds  include  Lake  Eleanor  dam,  Moc 
casin  Creek  power  house,  rights  of  way  and  construction  of  130  miles  of 
power  transmission  lines  to  Newark,  Alameda  County,  and  the  Bay  Divis' 
ion  of  the  aqueduct  (Dumbarton  Crossing,  Pulgas  tunnel,  etc.)  from 
Irvington  to  Crystal  Springs  Lakes. 

The  constructed  capacity  of  the  Sierra  storage  reservoir  is  estimated 
as  adequate  to  insure  a  daily  draft  of  200,000,000  gallons,  sufficient  for  a 
population  of  2,000,000  people.  It  is  also  estimated  that  the  ultimate 
capacity  of  these  reservoirs  can  be  doubled  by  increasing  the  height  of 
the  O'Shaughnessy  and  the  Lake  Eleanor  dams,  enabling  the  system  to 
supply  in  excess  of  400,000,000  gallons  daily. 

Mountain  Division  tunnels  and  the  tunnel  through  the  Sierra  Foothill 
Division,  between  Moccasin  Creek  and  Oakdale  Portal,  have  been  con- 
structed  to  ultimate  capacity,  in  excess  of  400,000,000  gallons  daily. 

Hetch  Hetchy  Investment  to  Date  ^55,000,000 

A  bond  issue  of  $45,000,000  was  voted  by  the  people  in  1910  for 
Hetch  Hetchy  construction  work.  Work  was  started  in  1913,  under 
revised  plans,  after  the  city,  through  the  Raker  Act,  secured  necessary 
grants  of  Federal  lands.  Subject  to  difficulties  of  financing  and  interrup' 
tions  incident  to  the  World  War,  the  proceeds  of  the  $45,000,000  issue 
financed  the  work  until  1924. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  August,  1924,  outlined  a  program  of 
completing  the  Hetch  Hetchy  development  over  a  seven  or  eight-year 
period,  and,  as  a  first  step  in  such  program,  submitted  a  $10,000,000  bond 
issue  to  the  people  in  October,  1924.  At  the  same  time  the  Board  pledged 
itself  to  submit  another  bond  issue  when  needed  for  the  balance  required 
to  complete  the  project. 

The  $10,000,000  bond  issue  (designated  as  the  "1925  bond  issue")  was 
approved  by  the  people,  and  provided  funds  for  the  construction  of  17 
miles  of  Sierra  "Foothill"  tunnels  to  Oakdale  Portal  on  the  west  side  of 
the  San  Joaquin  valley  and  for  preliminary  work,  including  shaft  con- 
struction, in  the  Coast  Range  Division. 

The  Foothill  tunnel  work  was  estimated  as  95%  completed,  as  of 
April  1st.  The  preliminary  work  and  sinking  of  shafts  in  the  Coast  Range 
Division  was  estimated  as  45%  completed,  as  of  April  1st. 

The  continuation  of  the  work  without  interruption,  and  the  mainte- 
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nance  of  the  well-organized  construction  forces  for  the  future  construe 
uon  work  depends  on  the  approval  of  the  proposed  bond  issue  on  May  Isc. 

Hetch  Hetchy  Completion  by  1932 

The  increasing  population  of  San  Francisco  has  caused  an  increase 
each  year  in  the  average  daily  consumption  of  water,  from  36,000,000 
gallons  in  1922  to  48,000,000  gallons  in  1927.  The  City  Engineer  esti- 
mates that  the  average  daily  demand  will  increase  to  64,000,000  gallons 
by  1932  and  to  67,000,000  gallons  by  1933. 

The  dependable  yield  capacity  of  the  existing  Spring  Valley  system 
is  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer  as  about  65,000,000  gallons  daily,  and, 
on  this  basis,  he  has  urged  the  necessity  of  completing  the  Hetch  Hetchv 
system  before  1933. 

The  construction  work  to  be  carried  on  under  the  proposed  $24,000,' 
000  bond  issue  will  bring  the  Hetch  Hetchy  water  system  to  the  operating 
stage  by  1932  or  1933.  With  the  estimated  existing  Spring  Valley  water 
supply,  this  will  make  available  to  San  Francisco  a  supply  of  125,000,000 
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gallons  daily,  by  the  time  the  City  Engineer  estimates  that  additional 
water  will  be  required. 

The  Bureau,  on  the  basis  of  the  foregoing,  recommends  that  the  pro- 
posed bond  issue  be  approved. 

Spring  Valley  Purchase  Bond  Issue—   p 

,1,000,000 


The  proposed  bond  issue  of  $41,000,000  for  the  purchase  of  prop- 
erties of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company  will  provide  for  the  acquisi- 
tion by  the  city  of  all  lands,  buildings,  reservoirs  and  plant  of  the  Spring 
Valley  Water  Company,  that  have  been  specifically  designated  by  the  City 
Engineer  as  required  by  the  city  for  the  storage,  protection,  transmission 
and  distribution  of  the  city's  water  supply. 

The  purchase  price  of  $41,000,000  is  based  on  a  1920  valuation  by  the 
State  Railroad  Commission — $37,000,000,  plus  capital  expenditures  since 
March  1,  1920,  and  less  accrued  amortization  and  depreciation  funds.   An 
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option  for  purchase  on  this  basis  was  agreed  upon,  which  expires  Decern' 
ber  31,  1933. 

The  properties  cannot  be  divided,  inasmuch  as  they  have  all  been  des- 
ignated by  the  City  Engineer  as  used  and  useful  for  San  Francisco's 
municipal  domestic  water  supply.  The  62,257  acres  of  lands  included  in 
the  property  will  be  acquired  by  the  city  at  their  1920  valuation,  with  no 
additional  allowance  for  undoubted  increase  in  assessed  valuation  during 
the  last  eight  years.  There  are  922  acres  in  San  Francisco,  including  parts 
of  the  Lake  Merced  properties  with  a  high  present  value  and  a  higher 
potential  value  as  a  future  parksite  when  these  lands  are  no  longer  re- 
quired for  water  conservation  purposes. 

Necessity  for  Purchase 

Two  primary  reasons  indicate  the  necessity  of  acquisition  of  these 
properties  by  the  city  for  the  operation  of  a  municipal  water  supply  dis- 
tribution system  in  connection  with  the  Hetch  Hetchy  system,  now  under 
construction.  One  is  that  the  properties  include  the  Spring  Valley  lakes, 
the  only  large  economical  water  storage  areas  near  San  Francisco.  With- 
out such  nearby  storage  areas,  the  Hetch  Hetchy  supply,  with  its  main 
storage  reservoirs  170  miles  distant,  would  not  be  a  safe  supply  for  San 
Francisco  to  rely  upon. 

The  other  is  that  the  Spring  Valley  properties  include  the  distribution 
system  within  the  city.  Without  such  a  distribution  system,  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  supply  could  not  be  used,  and  without  the  Spring  Valley  distri- 
bution system  the  city  would  have  to  build  a  duplicate  system  for  the 
distribution  of  Hetch  Hetchy  water.  Such  a  policy  would  represent  an 
economic  loss,  a  period  of  ruinous  competition,  and  a  tremendous  incon- 
venience to  all  sections  of  the  city  incident  to  the  tearing  up  of  streets  for 
the  laying  of  additional  pipes. 

The  City  Engineer  has  frequently  stated  that  the  purchase  of  Spring 
Valley  water  and  the  consequent  gradual  reduction  of  the  capital  charges 
thereon  offers  the  only  means  of  reducing  San  Francisco's  water  rates. 
Existing  average  rates  are  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer  as  37c  per  1,000 
gallons,  stated  to  be  the  highest  paid  by  any  city  in  the  country. 

Analysis  of  Operating  Results 

The  Bureau  has  made  detailed  estimates  of  1927  operating  income  and 
expenditures  under  company  operation,  with  comparative  estimates  of  th ; 
same  factors  under  city  managership  and  ownership.  The  details  of  these 
estimates  are  shown  in  the  accompanying  table.  The  Bureau's  figures 
closely  approximate  similar  figures  compiled  by  the  City  Engineer. 

The  Bureau's  analysis  indicates  that  city  ownership  and  operation  in 
1927  would  have  produced  a  surplus  of  approximately  $1,700,000,  exclu- 
sive of  bond  redemption  and  exclusive  of  expenditures  for  additions  and 
betterments. 

[84} 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

Using  the  1927  operating  ratio  as  a  basis  for  estimating  results  for  a 
five-year  period  under  city  ownership  and  operation — from  January  1, 
1929,  to  December  31,  1933 — the  Bureau's  analysis  indicates  a  net  surplus, 
before  bond  redemption  charges  and  expenditures  for  extensions  are  de- 
ducted, of  nearly  $14,000,000.  Deducting  $4,000,000  for  bond  redemp- 
tion and  $1,300,000  for  a  five-year  program  of  capital  expenditures,  a  net 
figure  of  approximately  $8,500,000  is  estimated  for  the  five-year  period, 
which  can  be  used  either  for  additional  capital  expenditures  or  for  the 
reduction  of  water  rates,  or  both. 

In  estimating  revenues  for  municipal  operation,  it  is  assumed  that 
hydrant  rentals  and  water  used  by  municipal  departments  will  be  paid 
for  by  the  department.  Free  hydrant  usage  and  water  would  reduce  the 
tax  rate  by  about  4c,  to  the  corresponding  financial  disadvantage  to  the 
utility. 

In  estimating  expenditures  under  municipal  operation,  executive  sal- 
aries and  legal  expenses  are  cut  two-thirds,  although  the  proportion  is 
purely  arbitrary;  clerical  salaries  as  compared  with  company  rates  are 
estimated  at  43%  higher  and  wages  as  20%  higher;  additional  per  diem 
employments  required  to  provide  for  city  time-off  allowances  are  estimated 
as  15%;  taxes  and  licenses  now  paid  by  the  company  to  the  city  arc 
assumed  to  be  paid  by  the  municipally-owned  utility  to  the  credit  of  the 
city's  general  fund,  to  avoid  passing  on  a  4c  increase  in  taxation  to  every 
taxpayer  in  the  city;  taxes  payable  to  other  cities  and  counties  must  legally 
be  continued  by  the  utility  under  municipal  ownership;  state  and  federal 
taxes  are  omitted;  and  Hetch  Hetchy  aqueduct  rental  payments  are  con- 
tinued (equivalent  to  a  tax  of  3j/2C  if  not  paid  out  of  utility  income). 

Proposed  Utilities  Commission 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  voted  to  submit  to  the  people  at  the 
earliest  legal  date — the  election  of  August  28 — a  proposed  charter  amend- 
ment, which,  if  approved  by  the  people,  will  create  a  public  utilities 
commission,  endowed  with  full  power  to  operate  all  municipally  owned 
utilities  on  a  business-hke  basis  and  which,  by  its  provisions,  will  establish 
a  sound  financial  basis  to  govern  such  operation. 


From  the  two  standpoints  of  (1)  the  acquisition  of  the  properties  by 
the  city  for  municipal  operation  of  the  water  distribution  system  in  con- 
nection with  the  Hetch  Hetchy  system,  and  (2)  the  favorable  financial 
set-up,  the  Bureau  believes  that  the  $41,000,000  Spring  Valley  purchase 
proposal  should  be  approved. 
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ESTIMATES  OF  FINANCIAL  RESULTS, 
MUNICIPAL  OPERATION  OF  SPRING  VALLEY  SYSTEM 


YEAR  1927 


«J«d 


INCOME— WATER 

Water  Sales  to  C.  and  C.  of  S.  F $    338,732        $    338,732 

Water  Sales — all  other  5,949,144  5,949,144 
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Total    Water   Sales $6,287,876  $6,287,876        $38,770,000 

Operating  Expense 

Executive   Salaries   $  49,400  $      16,450 

Legal   Expense   40,813  13,604 

Clerical    Salaries    350,784  501,621 

Per  Diem  and  Monthly  Salaries 414,939  551,869 

Publicity  and  Directors'   Fees 28,032              

General  Expense 50,000  50,000 

Other  Items,    Power,    Fuel,    etc 408,406  468,406 


Total   Operating  Expenses  $1,402,374         $1,601,95'J        $  9,874,719 


Total   Operating'  Revenue  $4,885,502  $4,685,926         $28,895,281 

Fixed   Charges 

Taxes  C.  and  C.  of  S.  F.— option $  301,710  $    301.710         $  1,860,960 

Taxes  C.  and  C.  of  S.  P.— non-option* 68,559              

Taxes — other    cities    and    counties — option 291,195  291,195            1,783,420 

Taxes — other  cities  and  counties — non-option*  30,069               

Taxes— Federal  and  State  340,462              

License,  C.   and  C.  of  S.   F 2,000  2,000 

Depreciation  of  Plant  Equipment 300,000  3'. 0,000            1,500,000 

Rent  Hetch   Hetchy  Aqueduct 250,000  250,000            1,250,0^0 


Total  Fixed  Charges  $1,583,995         $1,144,905         $  6,394,380 


Net  Operating'  Revenue  $3,301,507  $3,541,021         $22,501,901 

Other  Income 

Rents   (part   non-option*)   $    215,008  $    100,000 

Interest    ^ 193,274  

Miscellaneous    9,934  9,934 


Total  Other  Income  $    418,216         $    109,934         $      670,721 


Net  Operating  Revenue  and  Other  Income..$3,719,723  $3,650,955         $23,171,622 
Other  Deductions 

Interest  on  Loans  $      99,666  

Interest  on  Bonds  1,100,000  $1,845,000        $  8,867,000 

Agricultural   Expense   (part  non-option*) 115,415  60,001^               348.930 

Amortization  of  Debt,   Discount,  and   Exp 42,276  

Miscellaneous    15,477  15,477               116,310 


Total  Other  Deductions  $1,372,834         $1,920,477        $  9,332,240 


Net  Profit  before  Bond  Red.  or  Extens $2,346,889         $1,730,478        $13,839,382 

Bond    Redemption   -.- 4,000.000 

Balance  for  Extension  or   Surplus $2,346,889         $1,730,478         $  9.839.382 

Amortization   of   Extensions    (see   note) 484,144  

Amortization  of  Proposed    Extensions  1,322,000 

Total    $    484,144  $  1.322,000 

Balance  to  Undivided   Profits „...$1. 862,745  --•■-;-„•        .„.,„„„„ 

Balance  to  Extensions  or  Reduc.  of  Rates $1,730,478         $  8,517.382 

Note:   Company  extensions  cover  amortization   of  Calaveras  Dam — $146,100,   and 
additional    contribution   on    account   of    San   Andreas    Pipe    Line,    and    in- 
creased rate— $338,044. 
*Non-option  property  not  taken  over  by  city;  taxes  thereon  or  revenues  there- 
from, would  continue  to  be  paid  by  or.  to  Company. 
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The  Expenditure  Program  for  1928^29 

The  adoption  of  the  budget  is  usually  the  most  important  legislative 
and  policymaking  act  of  a  city's  legislative  body  during  any  one  year. 
It  establishes  the  operation  and  development  program  for  the  coming 
year,  and  the  burden  of  taxation  therefor.  As  such,  its  consideration  and 
adoption  should  command  a  much  greater  degree  of  interest  than  citizens 
and  taxpayers,  in  San  Francisco  and  other  cities,  usually  give  to  it. 

The  budget  of  the  City  and  County  for  the  fiscal  year  1928-29,  start' 
ing  July  1,  was  "passed  to  print"  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  Friday, 
May  25,  and  ''finally  passed"  on  June  4.  It  totals  $25,770,932,  exclusive 
of  appropriations  for  schools  which  are  not  included,  and  for  which  esti- 
mates of  $10,116,638  have  been  filed.  ($374,500  additional  will  be  re' 
quired  as  the  city's  contribution  for  teachers'  pensions.)  Under  state  laws, 
the  Supervisors  are  not  empowered  to  act  on  school  district  appropria- 
tions; a  statement  of  school  requirements  must  be  submitted  to  the  Super- 
visors  prior  to  the  fixing  of  the  tax  rate,  and  the  Supervisors  simply  levy 
the  tax  therefor.  In  San  Francisco,  alone  of  all  the  counties  in  the  State, 
the  Supervisors  have  heretofore  passed  on,  and  frequently  reduced,  the 
School  Department  budget  estimates  in  the  same  manner  as  all  other 
budget  requests,  and  have  included  appropriations  for  schools  in  the  city 
and  county  budget. 

Comparative  Annual  Budgets 

Comparison  of  the  1928-29  budget  with  recent  annual  expenditure 
programs  is  shov^  in  the  following  table.  The  totals  for  each  year  after 
1925-26  reflect  reductions  due  to  (l),  the  use  of  Hetch  Hetchy  power 
revenue  for  debt  payments,  and  (2)  the  use  of  State  refunds  (County 
Road  Fund)  for  part  of  street  reconstruction  and  repair  costs  previously 
met  by  budget  appropriations. 

Budget 

and  Formal 

Changes 

1928-29:    Budget    $25,770,932 

Additional    for    schools _ _ 10,491,138 


1927-28:    Budget   „ _ $33,007,518 

Additional  ordered  for  schools 1,281,465 


1926-27:    Budget   _ $33,284,382 

Less  reduction  in  tax  levy  for  debt  (City 
Attorney's  opinion  re  application  of 
power   revenues)    _ — 1,111,995 


1925-26:    Budget   _ _ $35,061,109 

Mid-year  budget  cuts  (City  Attorney's 
opinion,  Hetch  Hetchy  power  revenues 
not  available  until   1926-27) —1,160,200 


Annual 
Amount 

$36,262,170 

Increase 
over 
Previous  Yr. 

$  1,973,087 

34,288,983 

2,116,596 

32,172,387 

(—1,728,522) 

33,900,909 

6,715,573 

1928-29  Budget  Detail 

The  following  table  on  the  opposite  page  shows  the  1928-29  budget 
appropriations,  segregated  according  to  natural  organization  or  functional 
divisions,  in  comparison  with  amounts  requested,  and  with  appropriations 
for  similar  items  for  the  current  year,  1927-28,  and  also  for  1926-27. 
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192829  COMPARATIVE  BUDGET  APPROPRIATIONS 

1926-27  1927-28  1928-29 

Budget  Budget  Request  Budget  as 

*No  Esti-  Adopted., 
mates  Filed 

Supervisors  and  Incidental  Items $      175.680    $      181,155  $      185,555*  $      185.555 

Urgent   Necessity  Fund „ — ..        lOO.OOft  100.000  100,000*  100,000 

Lighting   Public    Streets    630,000  680,000  765,000*  765,000 

Municipal    Airport    _ 100.000  50.000  129.0M)  90,000 

Bay  Bridge  Investigation  _ 100,000*  10k),000 

Auditorium,   Band   and  Celebrations 25,000  25,000  33,000*  33,00i0 

Publicity  and  Advertising  ._ _ 70,000  140,'UOO  160,000*  160,000 

Park   Additions   and   Improvements 373,518  309,140  3,307,000  528,940 

Other  Permanent  Improvements 896,000  479.000  4.791.995  511.000 

Fiscal    Departments   —   Auditor,     Tax 
Collector,    Treasurer,    Assessor    and 

Purchasing     _ 637.820  597.580  704,021  624,340 

Reappraisal   of   Property 50,000  125,000  43,400*  43,400 

General     Departments  —  Mayor,     Civil 
Service,  Sealer,  Horticultural,  Pound, 

City  Planning,  and  incidental  items..        138,630  147,985  171,510  166,385 

Department  of  Elections 549,460  424,295  510,236  425,880 

Legal  OfHces  and  Litigation _        181,013  182,753  256,79i0  242,170 

Courts  and  Court  Agencies 399,040  443,530  544,112  445,990 

Miscellaneous    County   Offices — County 

Clerk,  Sheriff,  Recorder  and  Coroner        688,734  716,379  911,730  745,059 
Board  of  Public   "Works — General   and 

Miscellaneous    377,867  385,992  351,510  265,762 

Building    Repair    _ 465,835  459,615  590,862  490,795 

Bureau     of    Engineering     (including 

street   railway   valuation) 191,410  202,130  233,140  223,080 

Street  Repair  and  Bridges 468,980  466,740  707.927  206,780 

Street    Reconstruction    506,961  309,000  200,745*  200,745 

Street   Cleaning  _ „....        485,640  511,860  757,582  581,060 

Sewer  Maintenance  and  Repair 213,120  213,750  360,272  270,400 


Total,    Public   "Works _ $  2,709,813     $  2,549,087     $  3,202,038     $  2,238,622 

Department  of  Electricity  _...  225,370  226,070  257,390  236,180 

Traffic   Signals   _ 75,000i  25,000  97,130  150,000 

Fire    Department    _ _....  3,244,565  3,314,615  4,164,169  3,388,205 

Police   Department   3,199,135  3,324,892  4,140,636  3,507,712 

Health— Central   Office   508,370  566,140i  758,607  575,330 

Relief   Home    _ 431,713  445,891  521,786  460,251 

San  Francisco  and  Isolation  Hospitals  946,110  973,266  1.323,286  1.106.624 

Emergency   Hospital   182,427  180,380  205,166  193,140 


Total    Health    Department $  2,068,620     $  2,165,677     $  2.808,845     ?  2,335,345 

Charities   and  Correction 

Widows'    Pensions    _ 249,500  234,500  235,100  234,500 

Maintenance   of   Minors _ _.        690.000  700,000  740,000*  740,000 

Feeble    Minded    Home    87,000  100,000  100,000*  100.000 

Other — Blind,    Insane   Criminals,    St. 

Catherine's  School,  Boys'  Aid,  and 

State   Schools    _ 53,100  52,500  66,000*  66,000 


Total  Charities   and  Correction .$  1,079,600     $  1,087,000     $  1,141,100     5  1,140.500 

Parks    and    Museums    ..„ 885.000  946.000  1,243.130  990.000 

Playgrounds     350,000  378,000  548,630  560,000 

Library     _ 262,500  283,500  301,215  300,000 

Tax   Judgments  162,318  190,000  218,735*  218,735 

Employees'   Retirement   and   Pension....  387,182  448,344  519,230  519,230 

Fire   &  Exempt  Firemen   Pension  Fd...  350,000  350,000  435,000*  435,000 

Police   Relief  and    Pension    Fund 140,000  140,000  140,000  140.000 

Bond  Interest  and  Redemption 4,898,389  4,252,211  4,444,684*  4,444,684 


Total $25,052,387  $24,282,213  $36,375,281  $25,770,932 

School  Buildings  and  Land 900,000  2,100,000  2,100,000  2,100,000 

School    Fund    _ 7,054,477  7,585,414  8,016,638  8,016,638 

Teachers'    Pension    Fund _ 277,518  321.356  374.500  374.500 


Total    Schools    $  8,231,995     $10,006,770     $10,491,138     $10,491,138 

Grand   Total,   Including   Schools $33,284,382     $34,288,983     $46,866,419     $36,262,070 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  nearly  $36,400,000  was  requested  by  the 
various  departments  in  contrast  with  budget  allowances  of  approximately 
$25,800,000. 

Increases  and  Decreases 

The  major  reductions  as  compared  with  the  1927'28  budget  are: 
reappraisal  of  property,  $81,600;  Board  of  Public  Works,  general  and 

[89] 


THE  CITY,  JUNE  6,  1928 


miscellaneous,  $120,230;  and  street  repair  and  reconstruction,  $367,210. 

The  latter  reduction  represents  a  further  extension  of  applying  the  unbud' 

geted   "county  road  fund"    (gas  tax,   etc.)    to  street  repair  and  recon' 

struction. 

The  major  items  of  increase  are  as  follows: 

Purpose  Increase 

Park  Additions  and   Improvements $219,800 

Other   Permanent    Improvements 32,000 

Bond  Interest  and   Redemption 192,473 

Police    Department    182,820 

Playgrounds    182,000 

Pension   Funds  1 55^,886 

San  Francisco  and  Isolation  Hospitals 133,358 

Traffic    Signals   1 25,000 

Bay   Bridge   Investigation    (new) 100,000 

Street    Lighting 85,000 

Fire    Department    73,590 

Street   Cleaning    69,200 

Legal  Offices  and  Rate  Litigation..... 59,417 

Sewer  Maintenance  and  Repair 56,650 

Bond  Interest  and  Redemption 

The  budget  appropriation  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  of  $4,444,' 
684  is  the  only  budget  item  for  which  the  net  amount  is  shown.  Other 
items  for  which  there  are  offsetting  revenues  are  shown  as  gross  amounts, 
and  such  offsetting  revenues  are  not  considered  until  the  tax  rate  is  cal- 
culated. The  net  amount  appropriated  for  debt  charges  is  equivalent  to 
17.2  per  cent  of  the  budget,  exclusive  of  schools.  If  the  gross  instead  of 
the  net  amount  is  considered,  and  the  total  of  the  budget  correspond- 
ingly increased  by  the  amount  of  offsetting  revenues — as  with  all  other 
appropriations —  the  budget  would  total  $27,869,794,  and  the  bond  inter- 
est and  redemption  charges  would  equal  23.5  per  cent  thereof. 

Analysis  of  the  city's  bond  interest  and  redemption  requirements,  as 
used  by  the  Finance  Committee,  is  as  follows: 

Total,    1928-29   Bond   Redemption $2,797,100 

Total,    1928-29   Interest   on   Bonds 3,746,446 

Total,    Debt    Charges $6,543,546 

Less  Balances  in  Various  Funds 98,862 

$6,444,684 
Less  net  revenue   from   Hetch   Hetchy  power 

Applied  to  Redemption $    441,597 

Applied   to    Interest 1,558,403        2,000,000 

Amount  of  Budget  Appropriation $4,444,684 

A  further  analysis  of  the  various  bond  accounts  will  be  made,  and 
report  thereon  published  in  the  near  future.  Premiums  amounting  to 
$656,448  have  been  received  on  five  bond  sales  since  August  9,  1927. 
The  charter  (Article  XII,  Section  10)  requires  that  proceeds  of  bond 
sales  shall  be  applied  exclusively  to  the  purpose  for  which  such  bonds 
are  issued  until  such  purpose  is  accomplished,  after  which  any  surplus 
shall  be  used  for  interest  or  redemption  payments  on  bonds  in  connection 
with  which  such  surplus  remains.    These  premiums  have  been  credited 
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as  received,  to  the  various  bond  interest  accounts,  which  is  apparently 
not  in  accordance  with  the  charter.  To  insure  the  city's  abiHty  to  meet 
its  debt  payments  as  these  become  due,  an  opinion  from  the  City  Attorney 
should  be  requested  in  the  matter  before  any  unexpended  bond  premiums 
are  applied  to  future  bond  interest  payments. 

Unbudgeted  Revenues 

San  Francisco  budgets  have  been  criticized  in  the  past — and  the  same 
basis  for  criticism  is  found  in  the  1928-29  budget — on  the  ground  that 
they  are  only  "partial  budgets".  They  include  no  statement  or  enumera' 
tion  of  estimated  revenues.  Some  of  the  bitterest  budget  and  taxTate 
debates  of  the  past  have  centered  around  the  unspecified  amount  of  prob' 
able  revenues. 

The  following  table  shows  estimated  revenues  from  all  sources.  Such 
estimates  have  been  carefully  checked  with  departmental  and  Auditor's 


ESTIMATED  1928-29  REVENUES 


Total 

Marriage  Licenses  $      14,000 

Business    Licenses   675,000 

Vehicle  Licenses  110,000 

Dog-   Licenses    _ 14,000 

Building-    Permits    90,000 

Street    Space    _ _ _       30,000 

Miscellaneous  Licenses   and  Permits 20,150 

Police  Court  Fines  _ 150,000 

Superior  Court  Fines   14,000 

Railway    Franchises    _ 70,000 

Telephone  and  Telegraph  Franchises. 205,000 

Ferry   Franchises   _ 4,800 

Bank    Interest    _ _ 285,000 

Balance  on  Bond   Funds 98,862 

Refunds  from  State 

Bond  Interest  and  Redemption 132,000 

Orphans     135,000 

Wido-ws'    Pensions    _ _ 125,000 

Tubercular    Patients   

Fire   Boats  

Motor    Vehicle    Licenses 

Gasoline    Tax 

Motor  Bus   Tax   

Members'    Contribution   to   Police 

Pension    Fund    . 

Departmental  Receipts 

Treasurer    , 

Board  of  Public  Works 

Justices   Clerk    

Sheriff    

Sheriff— U.    S.    Prison _. 


Applicable 

to 

Budget 

$      14,000 

675,000 

110,000, 

14,000 

90,OU0 

30,000 

20,150 

150,000 

14,000 

70,000 

205,000 

4,800 

285,000 


35,000 

60,000 

300,0'00 

800,000 

52,000 

30,000 

17,000 
40,0'00 
60,000 
55,(jOO 
19,000 

County   Clerk   _ 138,000 

Recorder    130,000 

Department   of   Electricity 100,000 

Board   of  Health _ 76,300 

Juvenile    Detention    Home _ 95,000 

Miscellaneous    _ _.        29,600 

Library    _ _ 25,000 

Parks    „ 500,000 

Playgrounds     _ _ 6,500 

Water  Works   21,000 

Auditorium     _ 100,000 

Hetch  Hetchy  Power  Revenue 2,400,000' 


132,000 

135,000 

125,000 

35,000 

60,000 


30,000 

17,000 

40,000 

60,000 

55,000 

19,UOO 

138,000 

130,000 

100,000 

76,300 

95,000 

29,600 


Total $7,262,212  $2,958,850 

School  Revenues 

From   State  1,650,000  

From   U.    S 15,000  

Rents    and    Miscellaneous 102,000  


Grand   Total. 


...$9,029,212    $2,958,850 
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Fund 

General 


Non- 
Budget 
Revenues 


Bond  I.  &  R. 


General 


County  Road 


General 


Library 

Park 

Playground 

Mun.  Water 

Auditorium 


H.  H.  Power 


School 


98,862 


300,000 

800,000 

52,000 


25,000 

500,000 

6.500 

21,000 
100,000 


Bond  I.  &  R,       2,000,000 


400,000 
$4,303,362 

1,650,000 

15,000 

102,000 

$6,070,362 
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estimates,  1926-27  receipts,  and  1927'28  collections  for  ten  months,  and 
are  considered  as  conservatively  under-estimated  by  approximately 
$150,000.  The  table  shows  that  estimated  revenues  of  $2,958,850  are 
applicable  to  budget  appropriations  and  operate  to  reduce  the  amount  to 
be  levied  by  taxation. 

Unbudgeted  Expenditures 

Furthermore,  the  enumeration  of  proposed  expenditures  is  not  com- 
plete, and  leaves  large  sums,  derived  from  special  revenues,  to  be  ex' 
pended  on  a  more  informal  basis  than  that  governing  the  expenditure  of 
budget  appropriations.  Certain  of  these  special  revenues  are  designated 
by  charter  as  revenues  of  the  park,  playground  or  library  departments, 
and  are  not  subject  to  Supervisorial  control.  Funds  or  functions  provided 
for  in  the  budget  and  supplemented  by  non-budget  revenues  are  as 
follows: 

Budget         Non-Budget 

Appropriation     Revenues  Total 

Parks— Park    Fund.    10c    tax. $    800,000        $    500,0001 

C  $1,828,940 

Parks — Park    Improvements    528,940  | 

Playgrounds— 7c   tax   _. 560,000                 6,500  566,500 

Library— 3.75c    tax    300,000               25,000  325,000 

Street    Reconstruction    201,745           1,152,000  1,353,745 

Auditorium     10,000             100,000  110,000 

Bond  Interest  and  Redemption 4,444,684          2,098,862  6,543,546 


Non-budget  revenues,  excluding  subventions  for  school  purposes,  total 
$4,303,362.  These  amount  to  nearly  17  per  cent  of  the  budget  and  are 
used  for  purposes  partially  provided  for  by  budget  appropriations. 

A  "Complete"  Budget 

The  budget  of  $25,770,932  as  adopted  by  the  Supervisors  is  less  than 

half  of  the  total  expenditure  program  of  the  City  and  County  for  the 

coming  fiscal  year.    This  will  approximate  $56,000,000,  as  follows: 

Budget  as  adopted  $25,770,932 

Hetch    Hetchy    Power   Revenue 2,400,000 

State  Refund — Street  Repair  and  Construction 1,152,000 

Balances  in  Bond  and  Interest  Funds 98,862 

Park    Fund— Revenues   500,000 

Auditorium    Revenues    100,000 

Library  Fund — Revenues  25,000 

Municipal    Water    Works — Revenues 21,000 

Playground    Fund — Revenues    6,500 


Sub-total $30,074,294 

Schools    10,491,138 

Operation     $8,016,638 

Land   and   Buildings 2,100,000 

Teachers'   Pensions  374,500 


Municipal   Railway   3,500,000 

Bond   Interest   $    151,614 

Bond  Redemption  197,000 

Pension    Payment    100,000 

Operation,   Maintenance,    Depreciation,   etc 3,051,386 


Sub-total $44,065,432 

Proceeds  from  Bond  Sales   (exclusive  of  War  Memorial  and 
Spring  Valley  purchase) 

Bernal    Cut    $1,000,000 
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Boulevards:    Bay    Shore $1,100,000 

Alemany   1,200,000 

Sunset  800,000 

Great    Highway   775,000 

Van   Ness  Extension 500,000 

Junipero  Serra  750,000 

5,125,000 

Hetch    Hetchy    6,000,000 

Total $56,190,432 

Probable  Tax  Rate 

The  tax  rate  to  fund  the  1928-29  budget  will  be  based  on  (1)  the 
total  of  the  1928  assessment  roll  which  is  now  being  compiled,  and  (2) 
the  amount  of  estimated  "miscellaneous"  revenue.  The  amount  to  be 
raised  by  taxation  is  estimated  as  $28,400,000,  determined  as  follows: 

Budget  as  adopted  by  Supervisors $25,770,932 

Amount  to  be  provided  for  Schools  and  Teachers'  Pensions 10,491,138 

Total    Requirements    $36,262,070 

Less:   Revenues  applied  to  budget $2,958,850 

Less:   Revenues  applied  to  schools 1,767,000 

Less:  Dehnquent  Tax  Collections 95,000 

Less:  Assessor's   collections,   unsecured   personal   property 

taxes  3,040,000         7,860,85>0 


Amount  to  be  raised  by  taxation - $28,401,220 

The  above  amount  is  dependent  on  the  revenue  estimates  used;  as 
previously  stated,  these  estimates  of  revenue  are  considered  as  conser' 
vative.  The  balance  of  the  calculation  is  governed  by  the  amount  of  the 
assessment  roll. 

The  1927  assessment  roll  totaled  approximately  $784,400,000;  infor- 
mal  estimates  have  referred  to  an  $800,000,000  roll  for  1928.  The  average 
annual  increase  during  the  last  five  years  was  $35,000,000;  during  the 
last  two  years,  $25,000,000. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  Assessor  will  collect  unsecured  personal  prop' 
erty  taxes,  at  the  $3.80  rate  of  last  year,  on  $80,000,000  of  assessed 
valuation.  These  collections  are  shown  above  as  revenue,  so  that  the  total 
of  such  assessments  must  be  deducted  to  secure  the  net  roll  for  taxation 
purposes. 

Flat  $25,000,000  $35,000,000 

Estimate  Increase  Increase 

Estimate  of  Assessment  Roll 4800,000,000  $809,400,000  $819,400,000 

Less  Unsecured,  collected  by  Assessor 80,000,000  80,000,000  80,000,000 


Net    Assessment    Roll $720,000,000         $729,400,000         $739,400,000 

Tax  Rate  per  $100.._ $3.95  $3.90  $3.84 

On  the  basis  of  the  five-year  average  assessment  roll  increase,  $35,' 
000,000,  a  tax  rate  of  approximately  $3.84  is  forecasted.  The  use  of  bond' 
sale  premiums,  received  on  recent  sales,  or  to  be  received  before  the  tax 
rate  is  fixed — if  such  use  is  legal — may  reduce  this  $3.84  estimate  by 
three  or  four  cents. 
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Salary  Standardization 

The  first  long  series  of  steps  toward  the  equitable  standardization  of 
municipal  compensations  has  been  concluded,  in  the  form  of  a  classifica- 
tion of  duties  and  responsibilities  of  employments  for  which  the  Super- 
visors are  vested  with  salary  fixing  powers,  and  which  have  been  com' 
plcted  and  transmitted  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

The  matter  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Board,  which  may  adopt  or 
reject  (but  not  amend)  the  classification.  If  the  classification  is  adopted, 
the  Board  is  then  charged  with  the  duty  of  fixing  standards  of  compen- 
sation for  the  various  classes  of  employment,  on  the  basis  of  like  pay  for 
like  work. 

The  steps  completed  have  consisted  of,  (1)  a  study,  through  the 
agency  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  of  the  duties  and  responsibilities 
pertaining  to  over  5,100  municipal  employments;  (2)  the  preparation  and 
publication  of  a  classification,  consisting  of  definitions  of  about  460  classes 
of  duties  and  responsibilities  found  in  the  city  service;  (3)  the  considera- 
tion of  protests  filed  against  elements  of  the  proposed  classification,  in- 
volving considerable  rechecking;  and  (4)  the  final  revision  and  accep- 
tance of  the  classification  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  July  23rd 
last. 

The  work  has  been  under  way  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  in 
cooperation  with  the  Finance  and  Civil  Service  Committees  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  since  April,  1927.  It  has  been  in  direct  charge  of  a 
''Salary  Standardi2;ation  Board,"  consisting  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  and  W.  E.  Talbert  of  the  Management  Research 
Bureau,  retained  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  The  Bureau  of  Gov- 
ernmental Research  has  cooperated  to  the  extent  of  assigning  the  full  time 
services,  since  April,  1927,  of  two  members  of  its  staff,  William  L. 
Henderson  and  Everett  J.  Gray,  and  such  time  of  its  Director  as  has  been 
required  by  the  Salary  Standardization  Board.  The  Bureau  members 
performed  practically  all  the  field  study  operations,  and  participated  in 
the  analysis  of  information  submitted  by  employees  on  prepared  forms, 
the  preparation  of  the  classification  and  all  other  phases  of  the  work. 

The  employment  classification,  now  completed  and  transmitted  to  the 
Supervisors,  and  the  future  standardization  of  compensations  to  be  based 
thereon,  are  as  authorized  and  directed  by  a  charter  amendment  adopted 
in  1924.  The  charter  amendment  specifically  provides  that  the  classifica- 
tion shall  not  adversely  affect  the  civil  service  rights  or  duties  of  any 
incumbent,  and  that  any  salaries  paid  to  individual  employees  (as  of 
September  1,  1924)  which  may  be  higher  than  salary  standards  to  be 
adopted,  shall  continue  to  be  paid  to  such  employees. 
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Existing  Inequitable  Compensation  Provisions 

San  Francisco  had  a  badly  disorganized  compensation  system.  It  is 
still  disorganized  and  far  from  ideal,  although  a  partial  degree  of  cen' 
trahzed  control  was  provided  by  the  unexpected  effect  of  another  1924 
charter  amendment  designed  to  improve  the  city's  budget  procedure.  The 
system  is  productive  of  inequities,  has  grouped  dissimilar  types  of  work 
under  general  titles,  and  has  brought  about  the  interjection  of  politics 
into  the  administration  services.  The  system  has  forced  individual  em- 
ployees or  groups  to  appeal  to  individual  Supervisors  for  compensation 
increases,  often  without  the  knowledge  and  sometimes  without  the  ap- 
proval of  their  department  heads,  with  a  resultant  bad  effect  on  executive 
and  disciplinary  control  of  such  department  heads. 

Such  salary  fixing  powers  as  now  pertain  to  the  city  service  are 
established  by  provisions  of  the  charter  or  by  State  law  for  various  county 
offices  concerning  which  the  charter  is  silent. 

Charter  Salaries 

The  charter  specifies  salaries  for  elective  offices  exclusive  of  Justices  of 
the  Peace  and  Superior  Court  Judges,  for  officials  appointed  by  the  Mayor 
and  for  the  personnel  of  the  fire  and  pohce  departments,  also  for  twelve 
small  offices  or  departments.  Salaries  specified  by  the  charter  for  these 
twelve  departments  were  increased  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  after  the 
War.  Such  increases  were  of  doubtful  legality  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  1924  salary  standardization  amendment,  which  legalized  the  then 
existing  salaries.  Salaries  for  the  Fire  and  Police  Departments  were  in- 
creased on  three  occasions — 1918,  1920  and  1924 — by  charter  amend- 
ments adopted  by  the  people. 

Charter  and  State  Salary  Fixing  Powers 

Independent  salary  fixing  powers  are  vested  by  the  charter  in  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  (1)  for  its  employees;  (2)  for  the  personnel  of  the 
Bureau  of  Supplies,  telephone  exchange.  Department  of  Electricity,  Civil 
Service  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission;  and  (3)  for  the  per- 
sonnel, exclusive  of  principals,  of  the  Widows'  Pension  Bureau,  Public 
Defender  and  Jury  Commissioner. 

Independent  salary  fixing  powers  are  also  vested  in  each  of  the  sev- 
eral boards  or  commissions  in  charge  of  the  Public  Library,  Law  Library, 
School  Department,  Park  Department,  Playground  Department,  Election 
Department,  Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor  and  de  Young  Memorial 
Museum  for  the  personnel  of  the  department  which  each  such  board  or 
commission  controls.  The  Board  of  Public  Works  and  the  Board  of 
Public  Health  were  likewise  vested  with  independent  salary  fixing  powers 
for  their  forces,  but  such  powers  were  partially  curtailed  as  an  unexpected 
result  of  a  1924  charter  amendment  requiring  budget]  specification  of  the 
personnel  of  each  of  these  departments. 
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Salaries  are  fixed  by  State  law,  (1)  for  the  following  departments — 
Sealer  of  Weights  and  Measures,  Adult  Probation  Bureau  and  Juvenile 
Probation  Bureau;  and  (2)  for  the  following  officials — PubUc  Defender, 
Jury  Commissioner,  Horticultural  Commissioner  and  head  of  the  Widows' 
Pension  Bureau.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  charter  does  not  speci- 
fically provide  for  local  home  rule  powers  over  such  departments. 

Thirteen  Salary  Fixing  Jurisdictions 

In  all,  there  are  thirteen  salary  fixing  jurisdictions.  The  1924  amend- 
ment, when  carried  into  effect,  will  reduce  these  to  seven — the  charter 
for  fire  and  police  forces  and  elective  and  appointive  officials,  the  library 
and  school  boards,  each  for  its  professional  employees,  the  park  board  and 
the  two  museum  boards,  each  for  its  own  employees,  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  all  other  city  and  county  forces. 

It  should  be  obvious  that  inequity  of  compensations  would  be  the 
natural  product  of  vesting  in  so  many  independent  jurisdictions  the 
powers  to  fix  salaries  and  wages  for  various  separate  forces.  For  example, 
there  is  no  possibility  of  coordinating  the  several  points  of  view  as  to 
importance  of  and  rates  for  various  kinds  of  clerical  services,  which  may 
be  identical  or  comparable  among  a  number  of  departments.  When  the 
effects  of  independent  jurisdiction,  lack  of  common  standards  and  lack  of 
provision  for  coordination  are  applied  to  a  large  number  of  independent 
units,  many  inequities  are  inevitable  from  the  standpoint  of  compensation 
standards  for  the  city  service  as  a  whole. 

The  sharp  increases  in  the  cost  of  living  under  post-war  conditions 
materially  aggravated  the  city's  compensation  problem.  Departments 
with  independent  salary  fixing  powers  for  their  forces  could  increase  rates 
but  could  not  force  the  Supervisors  to  provide  funds  to  meet  such  in- 
creases; if  they  could  not  secure  Supervisorial  agreement  thereto,  they 
might  provide  increased  rates  by  reducing  forces,  using  funds  intended  for 
other  purposes,  or  operating  on  a  ''deficit"  basis  with  the  hope  that  this 
would  be  made  up  later.  The  situation  with  regard  to  fire  and  police 
compensations  was  met  by  charter  amendments  sponsored  by  those  de- 
partments and  approved  by  the  people.  Compensations  controlled  by 
State  general  laws  were  in  some  cases  increased  by  the  Legislature  against 
the  wishes  of  and  over  the  opposition  of  the  Supervisors'  Finance 
Committee. 

The  post-war  situation  practically  forced  the  Supervisors  to  violate 
the  charter  to  increase  rates  of  pay  definitely  specified  by  charter  for 
positions  in  twelve  offices;  such  increases  were  provided  under  the  "addi- 
tional positions"  provision  of  the  charter.  This  provides  that  any  depart- 
ment requiring  additional  employees  shall  make  application  therefor  to 
the  Mayor,  that  the  Mayor  shall  investigate  the  need  of  such  additional 
employees  and,  if  found  to  be  necessary,  that  he  shall  so  recommend  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  14  votes 
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may  authorize  such  appointments  and  provide  compensations  therefor, 
subject  to  the  civil  service  and  other  Hmitations  of  the  charter. 

Development  of  Salary  Standardization 

Employment  classification,  and  salary  standardisation  based  thereon,  is 
effectively  applied  to  the  services  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey  and  eight 
cities  and  seven  counties  thereof,  the  States  of  Massachusetts  and  Wis' 
consin,  the  cities  of  Cleveland,  Detroit,  Milwaukee,  St.  Paul,  St.  Louis 
and  Cincinnati,  and  the  county  of  Los  Angeles.  Other  jurisdictions 
operating  under  duties  classifications  used  informally  for  salary  purposes 
are  the  Federal  Government,  the  States  of  Maryland,  Illinois,  California 
and  Ohio,  and  the  cities  of  Baltimore,  Chicago  and  Los  Angeles. 

Salary  standardization  in  San  Francisco  was  first  provided  for  by  a 
1912  charter  amendment.  This,  however,  was  unworkable,  as  it  did  not 
supersede  independent  departmental  salary-fixing  powers  authorized  by 
charter.  Such  standardization  was  next  proposed  in  1918,  to  be  under- 
taken by  a  committee  appointed  by  the  Mayor;  this,  however,  did  not 
function. 

With  the  necessity  for  wholesale  salary  and  wage  adjustments,  due  to 
war  and  post-war  conditions,  the  Bureau,  in  connection  with  annual 
budgets  and  "salary"  ordinances  from  1918  to  1922,  urged  the  various 
Finance  Committees  and  Boards  of  Supervisors  to  provide  for  salary 
standardization,  as  a  basis  for  equitably  solving  the  compensation  prob- 
lem. In  1922  the  Bureau  cooperated  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
and  other  groups  in  drafting  a  charter  amendment  to  improve  civil  service 
and  to  provide  for  salary  standardization.  This  was  placed  on  the  ballot 
by  initiative,  but  was  voted  down. 

In  1923-24  the  Bureau,  by  request,  cooperated  with  the  Supervisors' 
Salary  Standardization  and  Finance  Committees  in  formulating  plans  for  a 
salary  standardization  survey,  securing  information  on  the  procedure  and 
results  of  similar  work  in  other  cities,  etc.  Early  in  1924,  the  Bureau 
was  requested  to  make  such  a  survey  for  the  Finance  Committee,  but 
this  was  sidetracked  due  to  the  demands  on  the  Supervisors'  time  occa- 
sioned by  Hetch  Hetchy  matters. 

Later  in  1924,  Supervisor  Rossi,  as  a  member  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, requested  the  Bureau  to  draft  a  charter  amendment  to  provide 
for  classification  and  standardization.  This  was  discussed  with  and 
studied  by  all  interested  groups,  resulting  in  a  number  of  revisions.  It 
was  then  introduced  by  Supervisor  Rossi,  submitted  to  the  people  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  endorsed  by  all  interested  groups  and  civic  or' 
ganizations,  and  approved  by  the  voters  at  the  1924  election. 

The  1924  Charter  Amendment 

Briefly,  the  amendment  vests  salary  fixing  power  in  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,   except   for   elective  and  appointive  officials  and   fire  and 
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police  department  personnel,  whose  salaries  were  specified  by  charter, 
and  except  also  for  employees  of  the  park  department,  teaching  and 
technical  employees  of  the  school  department,  library  and  technical  em' 
ployees  of  the  library  department  and  employees  engaged  in  the  public 
utility  construction  outside  of  the  city.  (The  personnel  of  the  de  Young 
Museum  and  Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor  are  likewise  excluded  by 
the  provisions  of  separate  charter  amendments  which  were  also  adopted 
at  the  1924  election.) 

The  amendment  specifies  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  through  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  shall  classify  and  grade  all  employments  for 
which  the  Board  has  salary  fixing  power  on  the  basis  of  duties,  responsi- 
bilities, training  and  experience  required  and  seniority,  with  the  proviso 
that  such  classification  shall  not  adversely  affect  the  civil  service  classifi' 
cation  or  duties  of  any  employee. 

The  amendment  further  provides  that  the  Supervisors  may  adopt  or 
reject  the  classification  as  prepared  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
Up'on  adoption  of  the/  classification,  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  at  the 
request  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  shall  report  a  proposed  schedule  of 
compensations  ("under  which  like  compensation  shall  be  paid  for  like 
services")  which  schedule  shall  be  adopted  or  rejected,  or  may  be 
amended,  by  the  Supervisors.  Proposed  amendments  must  be  referred  to 
the  Commission  for  report  as  to  how  these  may  affect  the  relation  be- 
tween the  compensations  proposed  for  various  classes,  but  the  final 
power  to  fix  compensations  rests  in  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  amendment  further  specifies  that  if  any  incumbent  is  found  to 
be  paid  at  a,  higher  rate  than  the  standard  of  compensation  fixed  by  the 
Supervisors,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  must  continue  the  rate  paid  such 
incumbent  as  of  September  1,  1924,  as  long  as  such  incumbent  legally 
holds  such  position. 

Employment  Classification  Studies 

The  first  work  to  carry  the  provisions  of  the  charter  amendment  into 
effect  was  undertaken  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  during  the  fiscal 
year  1925-26.  The  work  was  hmited,  both  as  to  funds  and  as  to  time, 
and  the  study  of  duties  and  responsibilities  had  to  be  limited  to  informa- 
tion secured  from  employees  on  questionnaire  forms.  Definite  attempt 
was  made  to  complete  the  work  in  time  for  use  in  connection  with  the 
1926-27  budget.  The  limitations  of  time  and  funds  practically  forced  a 
rough  sort  of  classification  or  "zoning  plan,"  based  in  part  on  the  rate  of 
compensation  paid.  This  produced  many  objections,  with  the  result  that 
the  proposed  plan  was  not  adopted  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

At  the  request  of  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
the  work  was  again  taken  up  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in  1927 
after  a  policy  to  govern  the  work  had  been  adopted — in  general,  that 
existing  salaries,  and  the  fixing  of  "standard"  salaries,  be  completely  di- 
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vorced  from  the  work  of  classification;  that  the  classification  of  duties 
and  responsibilities  be  first  established  by  analysis  of  questionnaire  in- 
formation and  field  study  of  all  employments;  and  that  the  classification, 
when  completed,  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  without  re- 
gard to  existing  salaries  or  future  salary  standards  to  be  established.  The 
Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  offered  its  cooperation  to  the  Finance 
Committee  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  which  was  accepted  and, 
as  stated,  two  of  the  Bureau's  staff  were  assigned  to  work  with  the 
Salary  Standardi2;ation  Board  organized  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

The  first  field  work  was  started  in  April,  1927,  and  carried  on  con- 
tinuously  until  completion.  On  completion  of  the  field  work — involving 
analysis  of  1925  questionnaire  information  submitted  by  all  employees, 
contact  and  conferences  with  employees  relative  to  the  duties  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  their  positions,  and  the  checking  of  data  so  secured  with 
the  superiors  and  department  heads  of  such  employees — the  many  dif' 
ferent  kinds  of  duties  and  responsibilities  were  grouped  and  definitions  or 
statements  were  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  properly  classifying  the  many 
types  of  service  found  in  the  city's  employ.  These  involve  about  460 
separate  classes  which  were  grouped  for  convenience  of  reference  into 
17  main  services  and  various  subdivisions  of  each  such  main  service. 

Over  5,100  city  employees  will  be  affected  by  the  classification  and 
the  salary  standardization  to  be  later  established.  Over  5,000  additional 
employees  in  the  Police,  Fire,  School,  Library  and  Park  Departments  are 
not  affected  by  the  classification,  being  specifically  excluded  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  1924  charter  amendment.  Relatively  few  complaints  were 
received  when  the  proposed  classification  was  published  and  issued.  All 
such  complaints  or  protests  were  investigated,  many  positions  were  re- 
checked  and  various  additions  or  modifications  to  the  proposed  classifica- 
tion were  recommended  on  the  basis  of  additional  facts  thus  developed. 

The  classification,  as  submitted  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  is  in  the  form  of  a  printed  pamphlet  of  26  legal- 
size  pages. 

Salary  Standardization  Must  Be  Equitable 

If  the  classification  is  adopted  by  the  Supervisors,  the  next  step  will 
be  for  the  Board  to  fix  standards  of  compensation  for  each  of  the  classes 
of  duties  and  responsibilities  established  by  the  classification.  The  charter 
amendment  requires  that  seniority  shall  be  considered,  so  that  standard 
compensations  for  each  class  will  probably  have  to  be  established  on  a 
scale  of  entrance  salary  and  specified  increases  for  various  terms  of  service 
up  to  a  maximum  for  each  class.  When  this  shall  have  been  done,  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  may  then,  on  the  basis  of  facts  relating  to  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  each  person  in  the  city  service,  assign  each 
such  person  to  a  specific  class,  subject  to  the  restriction  that  no  employee's 
civil  service  rights  may  be  adversely  affected  and  subject  to  the  further 
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restriction  that  if  any  employee's  salary  is  higher  than  that  of  the  class  to 
which  he  may  be  assigned  on  the  basis  of  his  duties  and  responsibilities, 
such  higher  salary  as  of  September  1,  1924,  must  continue  to  be  paid  to 
such  incumbent. 

Standardization  of  municipal  compensations  must  recognize  two  pri' 
mary  interests — the  interest  of  the  taxpayers,  who  pay  for  municipal 
services,  and  the  interest  of  the  employees,  who  render  such  services. 
The  taxpayers  are  entitled  to  a  compensation  scheme  that  will  produce 
fair  and  just  compensations,  free  from  inequities  resulting  from  politics, 
favoritism  or  pressure. 

From  the  employees'  standpoint,  salary  standardization  must  be  con- 
sidered as  something  affecting  each  individual's  most  intimate  concerns. 
The  earnings  a  person  is  able  to  achieve  affect  his  standing  in  relation 
to  his  friends  and  associates,  and  control  those  things  that  he  may  be  able, 
or  desire,  to  provide  for  his  family  and  himself. 

Any  proposed  salary  standardization  plan  or  policy  that  fails  to 
recognize  these  two  primary  interests — which  can  be,  but  need  not  be, 
conflicting — will  produce  strife  and  bitterness,  and  probably  cannot  be 
adopted. 

If  the  classification  of  employments  is  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors it  will  provide  an  orderly  basis  for  the  fixing  of  salary  standards 
and  for  all  future  consideration  of  requests  for  adjustment  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  in  the  amounts  of  compensation  paid.  The  two  steps, 
classification  and  standardization,  will  (1)  produce  equity  of  compensation 
throughout  that  part  of  the  city  service  for  which  the  Board  of  Super' 
visors  are  vested  with  salary  fixing  powers;  (2)  remove  the  necessity  for 
political  activity  by  employees  or  groups  of  employees  in  their  endeavors 
to  secure  increases  in  compensation;  (3)  prove  of  immeasurable  benefit  to 
the  city  service  and  to  the  morale  of  city  employees;  and  (4)  establish 
a  measurable  basis  under  which  the  body  of  taxpayers  will  be  under  no 
doubts  as  to  the  fairness,  justice  and  equity  of  compensations  paid  by  the 
city  to  employees  of  the  city. 
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Financial  Results  of  TSdunicipal  Railway 
Operation,  1927-28 

The  financial  results  of  Municipal  Railway  operation  for  the  fiscal  year 
July  1,  1927,  to  June  30,  1928,  are  herewith  presented  and  discussed. 
For  comparative  purposes,  1926-27  figures  are  also  shown.  Both  sets  of 
figures  are  from  official  Board  of  Public  Works  reports,  with  the  addition 
by  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  of  bond  redemption  charges 
which  have  been  omitted  from  official  reports  for  the  last  two  years,  and 
the  elimination,  as  income  for  1927-28,  of  a  profit  derived  from  the  sale 
of  securities.  The  1927-28  official  figures  are  subject  to  revision,  after  an 
audit  of  the  accounts  which  is  now  under  way. 

The  official  statement  shows  a  net  income  from  the  year's  operations 
of  $34,100;  eliminating  profit  on  the  sale  of  securities,  which  is  discussed 
in  the  following,  this  is  changed  to  a  deficit  of  $3,781.  Such  deficit  is 
exclusive  of  bond  redemption  charges.  Taking  account  of  the  year's 
requirements  of  $196,000  for  the  redemption  of  bonds,  the  net  deficit  of 
$3,781  is  increased  to  $199,781. 

The  official  statement  included  as  a  profit  the  difl:"erence  between  the 
book  value  and  the  market  value  of  securities  (in  which  Depreciation 
Fund  balances  were  invested)  which  were  sold  during  the  year.  The 
Bureau  does  not  consider  that  the  increased  value  of  the  securities  occur- 
red  during  the  period  covered  by  the  statement  and  therefore  does  not 
include  the  profits,  amounting  to  $37,881  net,  as  an  earning.  The  Bureau 
understands  that  the  firm  of  accountants  making  the  audit  takes  the  same 
position.  Should  this  profit  be  included,  however,  the  net  deficit  after 
provision  for  redemption  of  debt,  but  before  "comparison  charges"  are 
deducted,  would  be  $161,900. 

Additional  "charter  comparison  charges"  of  $330,718,  shown  in  the 
official  statement,  are  book  charges  only  and  are  not  paid  by  the  Munici- 
pal Railway.  These  are  required  by  Charter,  to  record  the  amount  of 
taxes,  insurance  and  other  costs  that  the  Railway  would  have  to  pay  if 
privately  owned. 

Passenger  revenue  for  the  year  increased  $63,675  over  1926-27,  as 
compared  with  an  increase  of  $2,237  for  1926-27  over  the  previous  fiscal 
year.  The  increase  may  be  largely  accounted  for  by  an  increase  in  opera- 
tions for  the  year,  amounting  to  3,936  car  hours  and  19,359  bus  hours. 

The  cost  of  operation  shows  an  increase  for  the  year  of  $142,987. 
The  ratio  of  operating  expense  to  operating  revenue  increased  from  84.4 
per  cent  for  1926-27  to  86.9  per  cent  for  1927-28.  The  year's  increase  in 
operating  costs,  being  more  than  double  the  increase  in  operating  rev- 
enues, resulted  in  a  decrease  of  $77,654  in  net  operating  revenue  as  com- 
pared with  1926-27. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 
1927-28  INCOME  AND  EXPENDITURE  STATEMENT 

1927-28                   1926-27  Increase 

From  Monthly         From  Official  or 

Reports              Annual  Report  ( — )  Decrease 
Operating  Revenue 

Passenger  Revenue   $3,461,862              $3,398,187  $63,675 

Miscellaneous    Revenue    15,803                     14,145  1,658 

Total   Operating   Revenue   $3,477,665             $3,412,332  $65,333 

Operating  Expense 

Ways  and   Structures   $     163,703             $     144,876  $18,827 

Equipment  240,375                   212,598  27,777 

Power                   496,421                   488,144  8,277 

Conducting   Transportation   1,911,765                1,843,837  67,928 

Other  General  and  Miscel.  Expense       210,629                   190,451  20,178 

Total    Operating    Expense $3,022,893             $2,879,906  $142,987 

Net    Operating    Revenue $    454,772             $    532,426  $(—77,654) 

Reserves 

Provision    for    Depreciation $    259,105             $    247,362  $11,743 

Provision   for  Accidents 86,547                     84,955  1,592 

Total    for   Reserves $     345,652              $     332,317  $13,335 

Operating    Income    $     109,120              $     200,109  $(—90,989) 

Non-Operating  Income 

*Interest  on    Securities   Owned $       37,082*            $       46,642  $(—9,560) 

Subsidy  from  Harbor  Commission..           8,375                       7,742  633 

Total   Non-Operating   Income $       45,457             $       54,384  $(—8,927) 

Gross   Income   $     154,579             $    254,493  $(—99,916) 

Deductions  from  Gross  Income 

Interest   on   Funded    Debt $     158,358             $     167,768  $(—9,410) 

Total  Deductions  from  Gro.  Inc...$     158,358             $     167,768  $(—9,410) 

Net  Income  Before  Comparison  Charges 

(B.  P.  W.  Reports)   (—3,781)           $      86,725  $(—90,506) 

fLess  Bond  Redemption  Requirements 
(as  per  Ordinance  7060  N.S.) — 

Not  included  in  Official  Reports..$     196,000t           $     198,000t  2,000 

Actual  Deficit,  From  Operations $(—199,781)        $(—111,275)  $(—88,506) 

Comparison   Charges   ("book"  charges 

only)    from   Official   Reports 330,718                   323,409  7,309 

Total,  Actual  and  "Book"  Deficits..$(— 530,499)        $(—434,684)  $(—95,865) 

*  Non-operating  income  of  $37,082  is  derived  from  securities  in  which  deprecia- 
tion reserve  funds  are  invested,  and  might  more  properly  be  applied  to  the  de- 
pleted depreciation  funds,  rather  than  to  the  year's  revenues.  $37,881,  profit  on 
sale  of  securities,  not  included;  see  comment,  page   104. 

t  Bond  redemption  charges  were  not  included  in  the  1926-27  annual  report,  and 
no  amounts  therefor  are  included  in  the  Board  of  Public  Works'  reports  for 
1927-28.  Ordinance  No.  7060  N.S.  requires  appropriations  from  Railway  oper- 
ating revenues  for  such  purpose. 
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Bond  Redemption  Payments 

As  previously  remarked,  the  official  statement  does  not  show  the  pay 
ments  made  from  railway  funds  for  the  redemption  of  the  bonded  debt 
of  the  railway,  which  has  always  been  met  by  railway  revenues.  For 
1927-28,  redemption  payments  totaled  $196,000. 

The  net  income  of  the  Municipal  Railway  before  comparison  charges 
for  the  last  seven  fiscal  years,  including  payments  for  bond  redemption, 
were  as  follows: 

1921-22 $55,669 

1922-23 48,763 

1923-24 8,374 

1924-25 6,386 

1925-26 21,395 

1926-27 (—111,275) 

1927-28 (—199,781) 

Previous  to  1926-27,  a  depreciation  reserve  of  18  per  cent  of  gross 
revenues  was  set  up;  bond  redemption,  accident  claims,  and  various  oper- 
ating deficits  were  paid  from  this  fund  and  the  balances  remaining, 
amounting  to  an  annual  average  of  about  5%  of  gross  revenues,  were 
accumulated  in  the  depreciation  fund.  In  May,  1926,  a  new  ordinance 
was  passed  creating  separate  depreciation  reserve,  accident  reserve,  bond 
interest  and  bond  redemption  funds,  and  providing  for  appropriations  to 
each  such  fund  for  its  purposes.  The  official  Board  of  Public  Works' 
statements  for  1926-27  and  1927-28  show  appropriations  for  depreciation, 
accident  and  bond  interest  purposes,  but  not  for  bond  redemption. 
Condition  of  Funds 

The  official  statement  shows  the  condition  of  railway  operating,  reserve 
and  other  funds,  as  follows: 

Due  from 
Cash  Securities      Other  Funds  Total 

Operating     $(  —  13,867)  $(  —  111,934)1    c/_7,4i7^ 

*100,384     ]     *^      ^^,'*^i> 

Accident   Reserve   '. (—12,037)  $  92,334  80,297 

Depreciation    Reserve    (New)          9,604  409,637                   43,184  462,245 

Depreciation   Fund    (Old)....          50,515  278,753                   *3,211  332,479 

Bond    Interest    23,972  10,417  34,389 

Bond  Redemption 97,100  58,333  155.433 

*"Accounts  Receivable." 

The  operative  fund  shows  a  cash  deficit  of  $13,867,  offset  by  "accounts 
receivable"  of  $100,385,  of  which  $82,124  is  due  from  the  City's  general 
fund  on  account  of  past  advances  from  Railway  funds  for  Twin  Peaks 
and  Stockton  Street  tunnel  costs.  The  amount,  minus,  of  $( — 111,934) 
is  the  total  borrowed  for  operative  fund  purposes  from  the  depreciation, 
bond  interest  and  bond  redemption  funds,  as  shown  for  each  such  fund 
under  the  heading  "due  from  other  funds". 

Of  the  balance  of  $332,479  in  the  old  depreciation  fund,  approxi- 
mately $280,000  is  reserved  for  Sunset  extension  and  material  costs. 

Comparative  Car  Hour  Data 

During  1927-28,  the  management  of  the  Railway  made  numerous  ad- 
justments in  car  hour  service  which  are  reflected  in  car  hour  receipts. 
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The  following  table  shows  the  1927-28  car  hours  of  each  line  and  the 
total  bus  hours  for  five  bus  lines  in  operation,  the  increase  or  decrease 
over  the  previous  year,  the  car  hour  receipts  and  their  increase  or  de- 
crease, and  the  amount  above  or  below  the  average  car  or  bus  hour  ex- 
pense earned  by  each  line.  From  data  furnished  by  railway  reports,  the 
total  operating  cost,  including  fixed  charges  for  reserves  and  bond  interest 
and  redemption  charges,  is  calculated  as  $3.91  per  car  hour  and  $3.31 
per  bus  hour. 

Car  Hours  Car-Hour  Receipts 


Increase 

Increase 

or 

or      Ab 

ove  or  BeIo^« 

Line 

Number  (- 

— Decrease) 

Rate 

( — Decrease) 

Av.  Costs 

A — Geary,  Park 

79,362 

(—1040) 

$3.79 

$(—.13) 

$(-.12) 

B — Geary,  Ocean 

117,358 

(—2043) 

4.25 

.34 

C — Geary,    California 

99,537 

(—  922) 

3.59 

(—■03) 

(—.32) 

D — Presidio 

71,649 

(—  890) 

3.97 

.06 

.06 

E — Union 

84,784 

(—5885) 

2.73 

.11 

(—1.18) 

F — Stockton 

66,410 

3700 

4.78 

.19 

.87 

H — Potrero 

86,984 

217 

2.70 

(—.01) 

(—1.21) 

J— Church 

100,480 

(—2325) 

3.95 

(—.02) 

.04 

K — Tunnel,  Ocean  Av 

■.127,854 

(—2191) 

3.41 

(—.04) 

(—.50) 

L — Tunnel,   Taraval 

69,346 

8981 

3.28 

.07 

(—.63) 

M — Ocean  View 

15,927 

6334 

1.76 

.79 

(—2.15) 

Busses 

79,551 

19359 

1.38 

.15 

(—1.93) 

The  table  shows  that  three  lines  (F,  L  and  M),  with  increased  car 
hours,  increased  their  car  hour  receipts,  as  did  the  bus  lines,  and  only  one 
line  (H),  with  increased  service,  suffered  a  loss  in  car  hour  receipts.  Of 
the  lines  receiving  decreased  service,  two  (D  and  E)  showed  increased 
car  hour  receipts,  one  (B)  showed  no  change,  and  four  (A,  C,  J  and  K) 
showed  losses. 

Only  four  lines  (B,  D,  F  and  J)  showed  profits  in  car  hour  receipts 
over  the  average  car  hour  costs  for  all  lines.  The  increase  in  car  hours 
on  the  "M"  line  was  due  in  part  to  its  experimental  operation  as  a 
through  line  to  the  Ferry  Building  during  November,  December  and 
January,  and  a  large  part  of  its  increased  car  hour  receipts  was  probably 
at  the  expense  of  the  '7'\  "K"  and  "L"  lines,  with  which  it  competed 
for  short  haul  traffic  on  Market  Street. 

The  Boeken  Recommendations 

On  May  1,  1928,  Superintendent  Boeken  of  the  Municipal  Railway 
made  a  report  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  on  the  financial  condition 
of  the  Railway  and  made  certain  recommendations.  In  his  opinion,  further 
curtailments  of  car  service  would  be  unwise,  which  conclusion  seems  to 
be  justified  by  the  foregoing  analysis  of  decreased  car  hour  receipts  result- 
ing from  the  decreases  in  car  hour  service  during  1927-28.  He  recom- 
mended that  one  of  the  bus  hnes,  the  Marina  loop,  be  discontinued,  as  it 
creates  no  new  revenue  and  is  operated  at  a  considerable  loss,  and  that 
transfers  be  discontinued  on  the  other  bus  lines.  He  estimated  that  the 
annual  saving  by  these  measures  would  be  in  excess  of  $45,000. 

The  report  stated  that  it  will  not  be  possible,  in  view  of  the  present 
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high  cost  of  operation,  to  expect  the  Railway  to  be  able,  out  of  receipts, 
to  set  aside  full  depreciation  requirements  and  at  the  same  time  pay  off 
the  original  debt  for  the  cost  of  the  road.  The  report  recommended  that 
future  operating  deficits  be  met  by  use  of  depreciation  funds  and  that  the 
amount  of  such  depreciation  reserves  annually  used  to  meet  bond  re- 
demption or  operating  expenses  be  considered  as  "deferred  depreciation 
liabilities"  to  be  repaid  to  the  depreciation  reserve  as  Railway  revenue 
should  increase,  and  after  1934,  when  onchalf  of  the  Railway  bond 
issues  vidll  have  matured  and  have  been  redeemed  in  full.  The  report 
stated  that  withdrawals  from  the  depreciation  reserve  for  replacement 
purposes  are  much  less  at  the  present  than  the  amount  accruing  to  the 
fund  annually,  and,  further,  that  the  full  amount  will  not  be  needed 
during  the  period  when  borrowings  will  be  necessary. 

The  proposal  is  a  possible  expediency  which  may  be  fraught,  however, 
with  serious  dangers.  It  assumes  that  future  operating  conditions  of  the 
Railway  will  be  in  no  less  favorable  condition  than  at  present,  and  that 
anticipated  surpluses  will  be  primarily  applied  to  the  restoration  of  the 
depreciation  reserve.  The  past  history  of  operations  and  the  diversion  of 
funds  originally  set  aside  for  depreciation  purposes  gives  little  assurance 
that  such  a  program  would  be  carried  out  as  planned. 

Summary 

City  officials  and  representatives  of  Municipal  Railway  employees  have 
frequently  stressed  the  maintenance  of  the  5c  fare,  usually  because  of  an 
assumed  advertising  value  to  San  Francisco.  As  has  been  pointed  out 
by  the  Bureau  in  the  past,  the  financial  situaiton  of  the  Railway  is  slowly 
moving  to  a  crisis  that  will  require  solution. 

Decentralization  in  the  management  and  control  of  the  Railway  has 
affected  operating  costs  and  conditions  and  extension  policies,  and  has 
been  urged,  by  both  citizens  and  oflBcials,  as  one  of  the  principal  argu- 
ments for  a  properly  constituted  Public  Utilities  Commission. 

During  the  last  two  years,  the  rate  of  increase  in  revenue  has  dropped, 
while  on  the  other  hand  the  ratio  of  operating  expenses  to  operating  rev 
enues  has  continued  to  increase.  The  time  has  apparently  passed  when 
operating  revenues  are  sufiicient  to  meet  operating  expenses,  reserves  and 
debt  charges. 

The  continued  maintenance  of  the  five-cent  fare  will  require:  (1) 
The  effecting  of  economies  in  operation,  including  adjustment  or  curtail- 
ment of  service;  or  (2)  the  use  of  depreciation  or  other  reserve  funds  to 
ofi'set  deficits;  or  (3)  the  financing  of  deficits  by  taxation.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  operation  of  the  Railway  on  a  self-supporting  basis,  under 
which  its  revenues  would  be  adequate  to  meet  all  payments  and  charges, 
requires  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  fare. 
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33  Increase  in  Tax  Rate  for  Park  Purposes "  131 

34  Library  Tax — '  131 
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Proposed  Charter  Amendments 

Discussion  and  ^^commendations 

The  Burden  of  a  (Conscientious  Ele&or 

The  November  6th  ballot  presents  a  truly  formidable  tai^k  for  San 
Francisco  electors.  In  addition  to  choices  for  presidential  electors  and 
five  United  States,  state  and  county  offices,  there  are  21  state  proposi- 
tions, 32  local  charter  amendments  and  8  local  bond  propositions — a  total 
of  67  expressions  required  of  each  San  Francisco  voter  v^^ho  does  his  full 
duty  at  the  polls. 

The  multiplicity  of  propositions,  including  major  and  minor  issues, 
precludes  any  attempt  by  the  average  voter  to  independently  study  and 
intelligently  analy2;e  even  the  major  propositions.  The  large  number  of 
propositions  has  restricted  the  usual  exposition  in  the  press  of  the  pros 
and  cons  of  the  various  measures.  On  the  basis  of  frequent  comments 
that  are  heard,  it  would  seem  that  a  large  percentage  of  the  voters  will 
vote  bHndly  or  skip  many  propositions,  or  make  no  attempt  to  vote  on 
these. 

The  32  proposed  charter  amendments  indicate  in  a  striking  way  the 
necessity  for  fundamental  charter  revision.  This  subject  and  its  details 
have  been  under  consideration  by  the  Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  during  the  past  seven  months.  Under  a  properly  drafted 
modern  charter,  the  proposed  amendments,  numbering  32  on  the  Novem- 
ber ballot,  would  probably  be  reduced  to  six  or  seven,  including  three 
relative  to  salary  increases  for  elective  officials.  An  up-to-date  effective 
charter,  therefore,  can  be  considered  not  only  as  an  instrument  to  produce 
more  effective  government,  but  as  a  "short  ballot"  measure,  exercising  a 
potent  influence  in  eliminating  discouragement  on  the  part  of  the  voters 
in  facing  their  biennial  balloting  duties. 
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Discussion  of  Objections  to  Pensio?i  Amendmeiits 

There  are  seven  amendments  on  the  November  ballot  (Nos.  25,  26, 
30,  43,  44,  45  and  47)  designed  to  extend  pension  benefits  to  various 
large  or  small  groups  of  employees;  one  applies  to  a  non-employee  group 
Each  of  these  amendments  is  discussed  in  its  numbered  order  in  the  fol- 
lowing pages,  but  to  avoid  repetition,  the  subject  matter  as  a  whole  is 
discussed  at  this  point. 

The  city  now  has  three  separate  pension  systems,  applying,  respect- 
ively to  firemen,  policemen  and  other  city  employees.  Each  provides  for 
a  different  schedule  of  benefits.  One  is  set  up  on  a  scientific,  financially- 
sound  basis;  the  other  two  are  on  the  non-reserve  or  "cash  disbursement" 
basis.  The  number  of  members  in  each  system  and  the  estimated  "present 
value"  of  the  city's  liability  for  future  pensions  for  such  members  are 
shown  in  the  following  table: 

Estimated  Present  Value  of  City's  Liability 
Number  of 

Persons  Members  "Present  Value" 

on  of  of 

Pension  Each  City's  Liabiiity 

Roll  System  Total          Per  Member 

Firemen's  Relief  Fund 7/1/28          343  1044  $16,464,000          $15,770 

Police  Relief  and 

Pension   Fund  7/1/28          169  1231  5,027,950              4,084 

City  Employees'  Retirement 

System     7/1/27          498  7128  11,664,000              1,636 

$33,135,950 
The  ''present  value  of  the  city's  liability"  is  an  actuarial  term,  and  is 
the  amount  of  money,  plus  interest  earnings  thereon  at  4%,  that  is  re- 
quired to  meet  the  obligations  or  the  pension  payments  under  a  pension 
system  as  these  mature  and  become  payable.  This  liability  of  the  city,  as 
the  table  shows,  varies  widely  between  the  three  systems — fire,  $15,770 
per  member,  police,  $4,084  per  member,  and  general  employees,  $1,636 
per  member. 

The  foregoing  table  indicates  that  "present  value"  of  the  city's  habil- 
ity  for  members  of  the  fire  and  police  systems  approximates  $21,500,000. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  seven  pension  amendments  will  increase  the 
"value"  of  this  liability  by  more  than  $12,000,000,  or  an  increase  of 
about  56  per  cent. 

The  amendment  having  the  principal  effect.  Charter  Amendment  No. 
25,  would,  it  is  estimated,  increase  the  "present  value"  of  the  city's  lia- 
bility for  police  pensions  from  approximately  $5,028,000  under  existing 
pension  benefits,  to  about  $15,940,000. 

In  considering  the  three  municipal  pension  systems  a  line  of  demarca- 
tion is  to  be  made  between  two  general  classes  of  pension  benefits  that 
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are  involved:  (1)  "service"  pensions,  under  which  an  employee  is  pen- 
sioned after  a  certain  period  of  service  or  at  a  minimum  or  maximum 
age  or  because  of  incapacity  due  to  injuries;  and  (2)  "beneficiary"  pen' 
sions,  whereby  dependents  of  employees  killed  or  dying  from  injuries 
incurred  in  line  of  duty,  or  dependents  or  relatives  of  deceased  "service 
pensioners"  are  paid  the  equivalent  pension  benefits.  The  existing  fire 
pension  system  provides  for  "service"  pensions,  after  25  years  service  or  on 
incapacity  due  to  injuries  for  "beneficiary"  pensions  to  the  widows  or  or- 
phans of  persons  killed  in  line  of  duty  and  for  "beneficiary"  pensions  to 
the  widows,  orphans  or  dependent  parents  of  deceased  "service"  pension- 
ers.  The  existing  police  pension  system  provides  only  for  "service"  pen- 
sions  on  incapacity  due  to  injuries,  or  at  the  discretion  of  the  Commis- 
sion  after  age  65,  and  for  "beneficiary"  pensions  to  widows  and  orphans 
of  ofiicers  killed  or  dying  from  injuries  incurred  in  line  of  duty. 

One  of  the  major  effects  of  both  Charter  Amendment  No.  25  and 
Charter  Amendment  No.  30  would  be  to  extend  "beneficiary"  pensions 
to  the  widows,  orphans  or  dependent  parents  of  deceased  "service"  pen- 
sioners; neither  amendment  would  substantially  change  existing  pension 
benefits  for  the  dependents  of  officers  killed  in  line  of  duty.  In  the  opinion 
of  the  Bureau,  the  extension  of  "service"  pension  benefits,  which  is 
already  in  effect  under  the  firemen's  pension  system,  if  to  be  considered, 
should  be  considered  in  relation  to  city  employees  as  a  whole.  Further- 
more, the  city  might  well  recogni2;e  its  obligation,  and  enact  appropriate 
legislation  therefor,  for  the  benefit  of  widows,  orphans  or  other  depen- 
dents of  all  city  employees  killed  or  dying  from  injuries  incurred  in  line  of 
duty,  and  such  "beneficiary"  pensions  could,  with  equity  and  from  eco- 
nomic considerations,  be  fixed  at  a  higher  rate  than  one-half  pay  of  the 
employee. 

The  general  employees'  retirement  system,  embracing  7128  members, 
is  established  and  financed  on  sound  actuarial  principles.  The  fire  and 
police  pension  systems  are  not  so  established.  The  benefits  to  members  of 
the  city  employees'  retirement  system  are  less  than  those  applying  to 
members  of  the  police  pension  system  and  very  considerably  less  than 
those  applying  to  the  members  of  the  fire  pension  system.  Likewise,  the 
charter  pension  provisions  are  much  less  favorable  for  the  police,  as 
compared  with  firemen. 

For  the  fire  pension  system,  certain  provisions  dealing  with  benefits 
have  been  set  up  and  amended  from  time  to  time  without  analysis  or 
knowledge  of  the  cost.  The  city  appropriates  yearly  the  whole  cost  of 
the  current  fire  pension  roll  and  has  appropriated  86  per  cent  of  the  cost 
of  the  current  police  pension  roll.  The  remaining  balance  of  about  14 
per  cent  of  the  police  pension  roll  is  made  up  by  contributions  from 
members  of  the  department  at  the  rate  of  $2.00  each  per  month. 
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Pension  disbursements  during  the  year  1927'28  for  the  fire  and  police 
pension  systems  equalled,  respectively,  15.7%  of  fire  payroll  and  7%  of 
payroll  for  police.  Repeated  experience  with  this  type  of  pension  plan — 
classified  by  actuaries  as  the  non'reserve  or  "cash  disbursement  plan" — 
shows  that  the  cost  increases  annually  and  at  an  accelerated  rate  for  a 
number  of  years  and  that  final  stability  is  not  reached  for  a  matter  of 
thirty  years.  That  the  San  Francisco  police  and  fire  pension  systems  are 
no  exceptions  to  this  general  rule  is  indicated  by  the  figures  in  the  fol' 
lowing  table,  which  show  that  the  yearly  cost  of  fire  pensions  has  in' 
creased  about  50  per  cent  in  four  years  and  the  yearly  cost  of  police 
pensions  about  22  per  cent  in  the  same  period. 


Growth  In  Pension  Disbursements 


Members' 

City 

Deficit        Persons  on 

Year             Contribut'ns 

Contribut'ns 

Disbursements 

*Surp!us  Pension  Rolls 

Fire  Pension  System 

1923-24             none 

$311,543 

$286,932 

$  30,265             244 

1927-28            none 

382,155 

432,617 

106,286            343 

Police  Pension  System 

1923-24         $30,227 

130,932 

178,201 

27,574           156 

1927-28           33,902 

219,460 

217,070 

*2,819            169 

In  recommending  that  each  of  the  seven  pension  amendments  be  dis- 
approved, the  Bureau  at  the  same  time  favors  the  establishment  of  a 
pension  system  or  systems  for  the  city  financed  on  sound  actuarial  prin- 
ciples, and  a  system  that  shall  be  equitable  for  all  classes  and  groups  of 
city  employees.  Whether  these  seven  amendments  are  approved  or 
disapproved  by  vote  of  the  people  at  the  November  election,  the  Bureau 
will  endeavor,  in  concert  with  civic  organi2,ations  and  representatives  of 
all  groups  of  city  employees,  to  bring  about  an  actuarial  study  of  the 
pension  systems  of  the  city  from  the  standpoint  of  the  special  require- 
ments of  each  type  of  service  in  the  hope  that  by  such  study  the  city's 
pension  systems  may  be  established  on  a  basis  equitable  for  all  city  em- 
ployees considered  as  a  whole,  and  on  a  basis  that  will  provide  a  sound 
plan  of  financing  the  obligations  and  liabilities  involved  in  each  such 
system. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  22 

Public  Utilities  Commission — Approved 

This  amendment  creates  a  public  utilities  commission  and  vests  such 
commission  with  complete  authority  and  responsibility  for  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  operations  of  public  utilities  owned  and  operated  by 
the  city,  the  commission  to  operate  through  a  manager  of  utilities  as  its 
chief  executive  officer.  Such  legislation  has  been  sought  for  years.  It  was 
actively  advocated  by  the  Bureau  in    1920  at  the  time  of  the  Spring 
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Valley  purchase  election,  and  later  in  cooperation  with  the  City  Engineer 
in  1922  and  1924. 

The  amendment  on  the  November  ballot  is  in  a  sense  a  part  of  the 
Spring  Valley  purchase  proceedings  for  which  purchase  the  people  voted 
$41,000,000  of  bonds  at  the  election  on  May  first  last.  The  submission  of 
the  purchase  proposition  and  the  unanimous  endorsement  thereof  by  civic 
organi2;ations  and  the  press  were  influenced  to  a  very  large  degree  by  the 
fact  that  the  Supervisors  had  previously  voted  to  submit  a  charter  amend' 
ment  to  create  a  public  utilities  commission.  The  amendment  was  orig' 
inally  scheduled  to  come  before  the  voters  at  the  August  primary  elec 
tion.  A  few  weeks  prior  thereto,  on  a  taxpayer's  petition  that  the  amend- 
ment had  not  been  properly  published  and  advertised,  a  court  order  was 
issued  as  a  result  of  which  the  amendment  was  withdrawn  from  the  ballot. 
Subsequently  the  Judiciary  Committee  held  a  number  of  hearings  on  the 
proposed  amendment,  as  a  result  of  which  many  of  the  provisions  were 
redrafted.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  the  changes  so  made  have  im' 
proved  the  measure  from  the  standpoint  of  providing  for  business-like 
operation  and  control  of  the  municipally-owned  utilities. 

The  need  for  providing  for  such  business-like  operation  and  control, 
as  free  as  possible  from  any  political  considerations,  has  been  evidenced 
in  the  past  by  the  city's  experience  in  Municipal  Railway  management 
and  extension  policies.  Although  theoretically  the  management  and  oper- 
ation of  the  Municipal  Railway  is  vested  in  the  Board  of  Public  Works, 
the  Supervisors  control  the  finances  of  the  Railway  and,  on  occasion,  have 
exercised  wage  fixing  powers  for  Railway  employees.  It  was  deemed  that 
the  results  of  such  decentrali^ied  control  were  such  as  not  to  warrant  the 
city  to  take  over  and  operate  Spring  Valley  Water  Company  properties, 
which,  therefore,  led  to  general  acceptance  of  the  principle  that  a  pubHc 
utilities  commission  should  be  created  and  vested  with  proper  powers  by 
a  charter  amendment,  if  the  Spring  Valley  purchase  proposition  was  to 
be  approved. 

Scope  of  the  Amendment 

The  amendment  is  lengthy  and  only  a  brief  outline  of  its  various  pro- 
visions can  be  included  here.  It  provides  that  the  management  and  con- 
trol of  the  construction  and  operation  of  publicly  owned  utilities  shall  be 
exclusively  vested  in  a  public  utilities  commission  of  three  members,  ap- 
pointed by  the  Mayor,  subject  to  ratification  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
and  who  shall  be  paid  $20  a  meeting,  with  a  maximum  of  $2,000  per 
member  per  year.  Provision  is  made  for  calling  an  election  for  the  recall 
of  any  member  on  a  petition  signed  by  15  per  cent  of  the  vote  at  the 
preceding  general  election;  if,  at  such  recall  election,  such  member  is 
recalled,  this  shall  operate  to  vacate  his  ofiice,  which  shall  then  be  filled 
by  appointment.   The  commission  is  required  to  hold  weekly  meetings,  to 
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adopt  rules  of  procedure  and  is  empowered  to  make  rules  and  regulations 
to  govern  the  operation  of  utilities  under  its  charge. 

The  Commission  is  required  to  appoint  a  manager,  who  shall  be  its 
chief  executive  officer,  and  to  appoint  an  auditor  and  prescribe  his  duties. 
Each  separate  utility  shall  constitute  a  department,  and  the  commission 
may  create  such  bureaus  as  are  required  for  inter-departmental  functions. 
The  manager,  with  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  shall  appoint  and 
may  dismiss  department  or  bureau  heads.  The  amendment  provides  that 
the  manager,  department  heads  and  the  chief  engineer  shall  be  exempt 
from  civil  service  and  need  not  be  residents  at  the  time  of  appointment. 

All  other  employees  are  to  be  subject  to  civil  service.  The  Commis- 
sion is  empowered  to  fix  salaries  and  wages  for  its  employees,  with  the 
proviso  that  these  shall  be  not  less  than  those  paid  for  similar  employ- 
ments in  the  city  and  county  service.  The  manager  is  empowered  to 
suspend  any  employee  for  cause  and  to  report  same  to  the  Commission, 
which  may  order  charges  filed.  The  Commission  is  empowered  to  deter- 
mine the  disposition  of  the  case  after  a  hearing  in  the  matter. 

The  City  Attorney  is  designated  as  the  legal  adviser  of  the  Commis- 
sion, and  is  empowered  to  settle  or  compromise  litigation,  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Commission,  and  to  appoint  such  attorneys  for  utility  work 
as  the  Commission  may  deem  necessary. 

The  Commission  is  empowered  to  contract  for  all  work,  supplies, 
material  and  equipment  incidental  to  its  purposes,  with  the  proviso  that 
materials  and  supplies  (not  equipment)  which  are  required  for  use  within 
the  city  and  county  and  which  are  included  in  the  city's  general  supply 
contracts,  shall  be  purchased  from  such  contractors.  Adequate  provision 
is  made  for  emergency  purchasing  to  meet  the  necessities  of  construction 
or  operation  requirements. 

The  Commission  is  empowered  to  locate  and  determine  the  character 
and  type  of  all  additions,  betterments  and  extensions,  and  to  determine 
the  poHcy  of  making  same,  after  securing  a  report  and  recommendation 
from  the  manager  of  utilities  on  all  proposed  or  feasible  alternatives. 

The  accounting  provisions  of  the  amendment  require  that  separate 
accounts  be  maintained  for  each  utility,  in  accordance  with  Railroad 
Commission  classifications;  that  revenues  shall  be  apportioned,  respec- 
tively, to  operation,  repairs  and  maintenance,  depreciation  and  accident 
reserves,  and  bond  interest  and  redemption  funds,  and  in  that  order;  that 
appropriations  for  depreciation  purposes  be  made  on  the  basis  of  appraisal 
of  the  needs  therefor,  or  lacking  such  appraisal,  to  be  on  the  basis  of  4 
per  cent  of  historical  cost  of  the  property  and  that  such  reserves  be  used 
for  no  other  purpose;  and  that  an  annual  audit  of  accounts  be  made  by 
an  accountant  appointed  by  the  Supervisors. 

The  amendment  provides  for  the  annual  budgeting  of  the  revenues 
and  expenditures  of  each  utility,  specifies  that  the  funds  of  one  utility 
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shall  not  be  diverted  to  any  other  utility,  and  authori2;es  the  Commission 
to  set  up  reserves,  out  of  surplus  revenues,  for  a  ten-year  construction 
program  for  additions  and  betterments  (annual  appropriations  thereto 
being  limited  to  10  per  cent  of  gross  revenues)  and  provides  further  that 
any  surplus,  exclusive  of  reserves,  in  excess  of  25  per  cent  of  operating 
expenses  shall  revert  to  the  city's  general  fund. 

The  Commission  is  authori2;ed  to  fix  rates,  provided  that  public 
notice  shall  be  given  and  hearings  held  before  the  adoption  of  or  change 
in  any  rate  schedule. 

In  adopting  any  budget  or  rate  schedule,  it  is  provided  that  the  Com- 
mission may  not  adopt  a  budget  in  excess  of  estimated  revenues  or  estab- 
lish rates  at  a  scale  estimated  to  produce  less  than  the  cost  of  the  service, 
unless  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  by  a  two-thirds  vote,  approve  such  bud- 
get or  rate  schedule,  and  at  the  same  time  appropriate  funds  to  make  up 
such  operating  deficits,  with  the  further  proviso  that  capital  expenditures 
for  additions,  betterments  or  extensions  may  not  be  covered  by  such 
appropriations,  and  also  that  such  part  of  Hetch  Hetchy  bond  interest 
and  redemption  charges  that  can  not  be  paid  out  of  annual  revenues  of 
the  project  shall  be  continued  to  be  paid  out  of  taxation.  (This,  in  brief, 
provides  a  method  for  funding  operating  deficits  but  not  capital  expendi- 
tures.) 

The  Commission  is  authori2;ed  to  sell  bonds  voted  for  utility  purposes,  to 
pay  interest  during  construction  out  of  bond  proceeds  if  this  is  specifi' 
cally  authorized  in  the  bond  proposition  approved  by  the  people,  to  sell 
or  lease  unused  lands,  to  pay  the  city's  share  of  employees'  pension  costs 
out  of  utility  revenues,  and  to  carry  on  additional  duties  within  the  pur- 
poses of  the  amendment,  such  as  the  supervision  of  the  lighting  of  streets, 
if  so  authorized  by  ordinances  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Com- 
mission is  required  to  observe  ordinances  relative  to  street  openings  and 
similar  matters  and  to  pay  regular  fees  in  connection  therewith,  to  pay 
for  all  services  rendered  by,  and  to  charge  for  utility  services  rendered  to, 
any  other  city  department. 

Recommendation 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  the  amendment,  if  adopted,  will  provide 
for  an  organization,  with  adequate  powers  for  the  management  and  opera- 
tion of  public  utilities,  as  completely  free  from  political  interference  as  a 
public  organization  can  be.  If  properly  operated,  the  Commission  will 
function  solely  as  a  policy-determining  body  and  the  authority  and  respon- 
sibility for  administrative  management  will  rest  on  the  manager  as  chief 
executive  officer. 

Some  objection  has  been  raised  to  the  provisions  under  which  the 
Supervisors  may  authorize  a  budget  in  excess  of  revenues  or  a  rate  scale 
that  will  not  produce  total  costs,  if  at  the  same  time  such  body  appropri- 
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ates  funds  to  meet  such  deficits.  This  seems  to  be  a  grant  of  power  that 
may  be  necessary,  for  example,  in  the  operation  of  a  rapid  transit  Hne 
down  the  peninsula,  or  in  maintaining  a  five-cent  fare,  if  either  of  these 
or  a  similar  matter  is  considered  as  an  essential  public  policy.  It  repre- 
sents no  additional  power,  as  the  Supervisors,  under  their  existing  pow- 
ers, could  subsidize  any  utility  expenditures.  Under  the  budget  and  ac- 
counting provisions  of  the  amendment,  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding 
as  to  the  financial  results  of  the  operation  of  any  publicly  owned  and 
operated  utility;  important  matters  of  public  policy,  such  as  those  cited, 
probably  should  not  be  so  completely  restricted  that  they  cannot  be 
carried  out  if  the  people  so  desire. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  the  adoption  of  the  proposed  amendment 
will  represent  a  very  material  improvement  in  the  conduct  by  the  city  of 
the  Municipal  Railway  system  and  the  Spring  Valley  water  system,  or  any 
other  utilities  that  the  city  may  in  future  acquire,  and  recommends  that 
the  amendment  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  23 
Reve?iue  Bonds — Disapproved 

This  amendment  proposes  a  new  type  of  financing  for  municipally- 
owned  public  utilities,  and  is  stated  as  designed  to  lessen  the  difficulties 
of  utility  financing  under  existing  charter  provisions,  which  require  a 
two-thirds  favorable  vote  of  the  people  for  the  authorization  of  bond 
issues.  It  authorizes  the  issuance  of  "revenue  bonds'',  secured  solely  by 
the  revenues  of  a  specified  utility  and  having  no  status  as  general  obliga- 
tions of  the  city  and  county.  It  is  proposed  as  a  supplement  to  the  public 
utilities  commission  amendment  (No.  22  on  the  ballot)  and  it  is  specifi' 
cally  provided  that  it  shall  become  effective  only  if  the  utilities  commis- 
sion amendment  is  adopted. 

Scope  of  Amendment 

The  amendment  provides  that  if  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  by 
a  majority  vote  determines  and  declares  the  necessity  for  acquiring,  con- 
structing, completing  or  extending  any  utility,  and  that  the  cost  of  such 
work  should  be  provided  for  by  revenue  bonds,  it  shall  direct  its  bureau 
of  engineering  to  file  plans  and  estimates  of  cost  of  such  contemplated 
acquisition  or  construction. 

Such  revenue  bond  financing  would  fall  into  two  classes: 
(1)  For  extensions  to  existing  utilities  when  the  cost  would  exceed 
one-half  the  previous  year's  gross  revenues  thereof,  or  for  the  acquisition 
or  construction  of  a  class  of  utility  not  already  under  operation  by  the 
Commission.  In  each  such  case,  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds  for  such 
extension,  acquisition  or  construction  would  require  approval  by  majority 
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votes,   respectively,   of  the   Public   Utilities   Commission,   the   Board   of 
Supervisors  and  the  electors  voting  on  the  question. 

(2)  For  additions  and  extensions  to  existing  publicly  owned  utilities 
under  operation  by  the  Commission  when  the  cost  would  be  less  than 
one'half  the  previous  year's  gross  revenues  thereof.  In  each  such  case 
the  authori2;ation  of  revenue  bonds  for  such  extensions  or  additions 
would  require  only  the  majority  approval  of  the  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  respectively,  and  need  not  be  submitted  to  the 
voters  for  approval. 

The  amendment  provides  that  revenue  bonds  shall  be  sold  at  not 
less  than  par  and  shall  carry  an  interest  rate  of  not  over  5  3^  per  cent, 
and  that  redemption  of  such  bonds  shall  begin  in  not  more  than  ten 
years,  and  be  completed  in  not  more  than  fifty  years,  from  date  of 
issuance.  Such  revenue  bonds  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  12  per  cent  debt 
limit  fixed  in  the  charter  for  general  obligation  bonds  and  each  such  bond 
shall  state  on  its  face  that  it  is  payable  as  to  interest  and  redemption  out 
of  revenues  of  the  particular  utility  and  shall  not  be  a  general  debt  of 
the  city  and  county.  It  is  provided  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may 
submit  to  the  people  a  proposal  to  refund  all  outstanding  revenue  bonds 
of  any  utility  by  the  issuance  of  general  obligation  bonds  which  shall 
carry  the  same  rate  of  interest  as  the  revenue  bonds  that  they  will  refund. 

The  Pubhc  UtiHties  Commission,  by  the  amendment,  is  required  to 
establish  rates  to  provide,  first,  for  maintenance  and  operating  costs; 
second,  for  depreciation  and  other  reserves;  and,  third,  for  bond  redemp- 
tion and  interest  obligations.  The  Commission  is  further  required  to 
make  appropriations  out  of  revenues  for  these  three  classes  of  charges 
with  the  proviso  that  the  fixed  percentage  of  revenues  to  be  appropri- 
ated for  bond  interest  and  redemption  requirements  shall  never  be  re- 
duced below  the  actual  requirements  for  such  purpose  for  any  succeeding 
fiscal  year. 

More  Safeguards  Needed 

In  the  discussion  of  the  proposed  amendment  before  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  it  was  stated  that  the  controlling  element  in  such  revenue 
bond  financing  would  be  the  willingness  of  the  investing  public  to  take 
such  securities  and  that  such  willingness  would,  in  turn,  require  a  good 
''earnings  experience"  of  the  utility  concerned.  It  was  stated  also  that 
such  revenue  bond  financing  probably  could  not  be  used  for  financing 
street  railway  extensions  or  acquisitions  because  of  this  factor  of  '''earn- 
ings experience."  The  text  of  the  amendment  was  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  Thompson,  Wood  and  Hoffman,  the  city's  New  York  ad- 
visers on  bond  proceedings.  It  was  stated  that  it  followed  the  lines  of 
similar  legislation  in  the  states  of  Washington  and  Indiana. 

The  proposed  legislation  should  have  further  safeguards.    In  view  of 
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the   stated    impracticability    of   the   use    of   the   proposed   revenue-bond 
financing  for  street  railway  purposes,  these  should  have  been  excluded. 

The  estimates  of  the  bureau  of  engineering  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  which,  according  to  the  amendment,  would  furnish  the  basis 
for  revenue  bond  proceedings,  are  restricted  to  plans  and  estimates  of 
cost  and  no  estimates  are  required  of  probable  traffic,  revenues  and  finan- 
cial results  of  a  utility  proposed  to  be  acquired  or  an  extension  to  an 
existing  utility.  The  specific  wording  of  the  amendment  would  indicate 
that  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the  people,  in  cases  where  vote  of 
the  people  would  be  required,  would  vote  only  on  the  question  of  acqui' 
sition  or  construction  of  the  proposed  utility  or  extension,  and  on  the 
policy  of  issuing  revenue  bonds  therefor,  without  restricting  the  Com- 
mission to  the  issuance  of  a  specific  amount  of  such  revenue  bonds  for 
such  work.  Existing  charter  provisions  relative  to  bond  issues  require 
that  the  amount  of  a  proposed  bond  issue  be  specified. 

Approval  by  Two-thirds  Vote  Not  Required 

When  revenue  bond  proceedings  would  require  authoriziation  by  the 
people,  only  a  majority  vote  is  required.  Bond  issue  proceedings  under 
existing  charter  provisions  require  a  two-thirds  vote  of  all  the  electors 
voting  on  a  bond  proposition.  This  is  also  a  state  Constitutional  re- 
quirement. 

Despite  the  importance  of  the  proceedings  that  would  be  authorized 
by  this  amendment,  only  majority  votes  of  the  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  respectively,  are  required.  Other  provisions  of 
the  charter  require  fourteen  votes  of  the  Supervisors  to  establish  addi- 
tional positions  or  to  override  the  veto  of  the  Mayor,  and  require  a  five- 
sixths  vote  of  the  entire  Board  to  appropriate  moneys  out  of  the  Urgent 
Necessity  Fund.  Two  proposed  charter  amendments,  also  on  the  No- 
vember ballot,  require,  respectively,  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  (a)  to  overcome  a  recommendation  of  the  proposed  city 
planning  commission,  or  (b)  to  authori2;e  and  make  appropriations  to 
meet  deficits  in  utility  operations. 

As  stated,  revenue  bonds  may  be  issued  for  extensions  or  additions 
to  existing  utilities  on  the  majority  approval  of  the  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  but  without  the  approval  of  the  voters,  subject  only 
to  the  restriction  that  the  amount  of  such  bonds  that  may  be  authorised 
in  any  year  shall  not  exceed  one-half  of  the  gross  revenues  of  the  utility 
concerned  for  the  preceding  year.  This,  for  example,  would  permit,  with- 
out reference  to  the  people,  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds  for  Municipal 
Railway  extensions  and  additions  amounting  to  approximately  $1,750,000 
each  year;  for  additions,  betterments  and  extensions  to  the  Spring  Valley 
water  system,  approximately  $3,150,000  each  year;  probably  also  for 
Hetch  Hetchy  transmission  line  extensions,  over  $1,000,000  each  year; 
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and,  if  the  city  acquires  the  properties  of  the  Market  Street  Railway 
Company,  revenue  bonds  of  approximately  $5,000,000  each  year  for 
additions  and  extensions  to  this  system.  A  revenue  bond  issue,  which 
might  be  technically  unsound  from  the  standpoint  of  the  "earnings  expe' 
rience"  of  the  utility  concerned,  might  be  made  salable  by  putting  a  high 
rate  of  interest  on  such  bonds  to  make  these  attractive  to  investors. 

The  city's  leeway  for  bonded  debt  has  been  increased  by  over 
$85,000,000  by  a  charter  amendment  adopted  in  1926.  This  proposed 
amendment  would  further  increase  it  by  the  full  amount  of  such  rev 
enue  bonds  that  would  be  issued. 

Important  questions  and  problems  of  public  policy  may  be  involved  in 
extensions  to  such  publiclyowned  utilities  as  we  now  have  or  may  later 
acquire.  Proposed  bond  issues  for  Municipal  Railway  extensions  and 
additions  failed  to  carry  on  two  successive  elections  during  1927.  A 
$2,000,000  bond  issue  for  the  extension  of  the  city's  transmission  line 
from  Newark  into  San  Francisco  was  also  voted  down  in  1927. 

Utility  Bonds  Now  Payable  Out  of  Revenues 

Charges  for  interest  and  redemption  on  bonds  heretofore  issued  for 
Municipal  Railway  construction  have  to  date  been  appropriated  out  of 
railway  revenues,  and  in  effect  have  been  revenue  bonds,  although  stand- 
ing as  general  obHgations  against  the  city.  The  financial  set-up  of  Spring 
Valley  revenues  and  expenses  indicates  that  all  interest  and  redemption 
charges  on  bonds  voted  for  the  purchase  of  this  system  will  be  carried 
out  of  revenues,  and  thus  these,  in  effect,  will  have  the  status  of  revenue 
bonds,  although  standing  as  general  obligations  of  the  city. 

If,  under  the  procedure  authorized  by  the  amendment,  bonds  should 
be  issued  in  amounts  in  excess  of  the  ability  of  any  utility  to  absorb  out 
of  its  operating  revenues,  the  only  recourse  of  the  holder  of  such  bonds 
would  be  to  mandamus  the  Utilities  Commission  to  increase  rates  so  as 
to  produce  sufficient  funds  to  meet  interest  and  redemption  on  such 
revenue  bonds.  If  this  should  not  be  possible,  however,  or  if  the  rates 
so  required  would  be  deemed  as  excessive  from  the  standpoint  of  public 
policy,  it  seems  certain  that  the  city  would  consider  that  the  failure  or 
inability  to  meet  revenue  bond  interest  and  redemption  requirements 
would  be  injurious  to  the  city's  credit  and  that  the  city  would  have  a 
moral  obligation,  although  not  a  legal  one,  to  the  holders  of  such  bonds 
which  would  bring  about  proceedings  to  attempt  to  refund  such  bonds 
by  general  obligation  bonds. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau  the  matters  of  public  policy  involved 
are  of  greater  importance  than  the  proposal  of  simplifying  the  financing 
of  public  utility  projects  and  that  until  the  revenue  bond  procedure  con' 
templated  by  the  amendment  shall  be  surrounded  by  more  stringent 
safeguards,  comparable  to  those  now  applying  to  the  issuance  of  general 
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obligation  bonds,  this  principle  should  not  be  adopted  by  the  city.  The 
Bureau  therefore  recommends  that  the  proposed  charter  amendment  be 
DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  24 

Street  Railway  Franchises 

This  amendment  is  still  under  consideration  by  the  Bureau  as  this 
issue  of  "The  City"  goes  to  press.  Detailed  discussion  thereof  and  recom- 
mendations thereon  will  be  published  in  another  issue  of  'The  City"  at 
the  earhest  possible  date. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  25 

Extension  of  Police  Pensions — Disapproved 

(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

This  amendment,  proposed  by  members  of  the  Police  Department,  (see 
also  Charter  Amendment  No.  30,  proposed  by  the  Police  Commission) 
proposes  to  liberali2;e  and  extend  police  pension  provisions.  It  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  Supervisors  as  a  last-minute  proposal,  apparently  without 
any  scientific  consideration  of  pension  requirements  and  of  the  tremen- 
dous  additional  cost  that  it  would  entail  to  the  taxpayers. 

The  amendment  would  permit  of  the  retirement  on  half-pay  of  each 
member  of  the  Police  Department  at  the  option  of  each  such  member, 
after  25  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age.  It  provides,  on  the  death  of 
the  pensioner,  for  continuance  of  the  half-pay  pension  to  a  widow  if 
married  to  the  pensioner  for  at  least  five  years  before  his  retirement  and 
for  as  long  as  she  remains  unmarried,  and,  in  event  of  her  death,  to 
their  children  until  the  youngest  reaches  age  16. 

The  principle  of  extension  of  pension  benefits  to  widows  and  orphans 
has  been  voted  by  the  people  for  firemen,  and,  although  it  has  not  been 
proposed  for  nor  extended  to  the  general  employees  of  the  city,  would 
probably  meet  with  public  approval.  The  argument  urged  for  the  amend- 
ment, however,  is  primarily  that  of  the  city's  obligation  towards  the 
widows  and  dependents  of  police  officers  killed,  or  dying  from  injuries 
incurred  in  line  of  duty.  Such  obligations  are  provided  for  by  existing 
police  pension  provisions.  They  can  be  liberali2;ed,  but  are  aff"ected  only 
shghtly  by  this  proposed   amendment. 

Under  existing  police  pension  provisions,  it  is  estimated  that  the 
"present  value"  of  the  city's  liability  on  account  of  the  1230  police  offic- 
ers now  employed  is  approximately  $5,028,000.  It  is  also  estimated,  on 
the  basis  of  a  1924  actuarial  analysis  of  fire  pension  provisions,  which  are 
similar  to  those  here  proposed  for  the  police  force,  that  the  adoption  of 
this  proposed  amendment  would  increase  such  "present  value"  to  approx- 
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imately  $15,940,000,  or  an  increase  of  more  than  200  per  cent. 

The  present  $2.00  monthly  payment  of  poHce  officers  to  the  pension 
fund,  equivalent  to  one  per  cent  or  less  of  each  police  officer's  salary, 
is  an  inadequate  contribution  even  for  the  present  pension  system.  This 
is  not  increased  by  the  amendment,  so  that  the  entire  increased  cost 
would  fall  on  the  city. 

The  present  police  pension  roll  carries  119  "service"  pensioners  and 
50  widows  or  orphans.  Under  the  proposed  amendment,  an  additional 
199  members  would  immediately  be  eligible  for  retirement,  and  within 
the  next  five  years,  an  additional  216  members  would  be  similarly  eligible 
— a  total  of  534  members  of  the  department  pensioned  or  eligible  for 
pensions  within  five  years,  as  compared  with  the  119  now  pensioned. 

Any  liberalization  of  the  city's  police  pension  system  should  (1)  par- 
ticularly recogni2;e  the  city's  obligation  to  the  dependents  of  officers  killed 
or  dying  from  injuries  received  in  line  of  duty,  and  should  also  be  based 
on  (2)  the  joint  interest  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  city,  as  employer,  and 
those  pensioned,  as  employees,  by  reason  of  age  or  length  of  service,  and 
the  needs  of  their  dependents,  and  (3)  the  necessities  of  a  pension  system 
established  and  financed  on  sound  actuarial  principles. 

Inasmuch  as  these  elements  are  not  properly  provided  for  in  the 
amendment  as  drafted  and  submitted,  it  is  recommended  that  this  be 
DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  26 

Changes  in  Firemen^ s  Pension  System — Disafpronoed 

(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

This  amendment  provides  that  Fire  Department  officers  and  employees 
shall  receive  their  regular  pay  while  temporarily  disabled  from  sickness 
contracted  or  injuries  received  in  performance  of  duty.  It  is  the  practice 
in  nearly  all  city  departments  to  pay  full  salaries  to  employees  who  are 
temporarily  absent  because  of  sickness,  occupational  or  otherwise,  al- 
though charter  provisions  do  not  specifically  authorise  it. 

The  amendment  also  provides  that  if  a  member  of  the  Fire  Depart' 
ment  dies  from  sickness  caused  by  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  or  if  the 
member  dies  while  eligible  for  pension  on  account  of  25  years  of  service 
or  having  served  20  years  and  having  attained  55  years  of  age,  his 
pension,  one-half  pay,  shall  be  continued  to  his  dependents — to  his  widow 
as  long  as  she  remains  unmarried,  or  to  his  orphan  or  orphans  until  the 
youngest  reaches  sixteen  years  of  age.  If  there  be  no  widow  or  orphan, 
the  pension  may  be  continued  to  a  parent  or  parents  solely  dependent  on 
the  decedent,  so  long  as  the  Board  of  Fire  Commissioners  may  unani' 
mously  determine  its  necessity.  The  present  charter  does  not  provide 
such  benefits. 
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Causes  of  sickness  are  often  difficult  to  trace  and  such  provision  is  sub' 
ject  to  abuse.  It  is  not  possible  with  the  information  available  to  estimate 
the  effect  of  this  provision,  although  it  probably  will  not  be  great. 

The  provision  for  a  pension  to  the  families  of  officers  and  members 
of  the  Fire  Department  who  die  while  remaining  in  the  service  after  be- 
coming eligible  for  pension  is  designed  to  keep  members  in  service  and 
off  the  pension  roll.  Under  present  provisions,  if  a  member  of  the 
department  dies  while  still  in  the  service  after  becoming  eligible  for 
pension,  his  family  receives  no  pension  unless  he  dies  from  injuries  re- 
ceived  in  the  performance  of  his  duty.  This,  it  is  stated,  has  resulted  in 
many  men  retiring  as  quickly  as  eligible  for  pension,  even  though  they 
might  otherwise  have  preferred  to  remain  in  the  service. 

The  amendment  also  provides  that  no  pension  shall  be  paid  the  widow 
of  a  member  retired  on  account  of  age  or  length  of  service  unless  the 
widow  shall  have  been  married  to  the  decedent  at  least  one  year  prior 
to  retirement.  Present  charter  provisions  merely  provide  that  upon  the 
death  of  the  retired  officer  or  member,  his  pension  shall  be  continued  to 
his  widow,  which  leaves  the  door  open  to  abuse  by  "death-bed"  mat' 
riages.  This  restriction  is  desirable,  but  the  amendment  does  not  carry 
the  same  restriction  as  to  widows  of  members  who  die  from  sickness 
contracted  in  the  performance  of  duty,  or  who  die  while  continuing  in 
the  service  after  becoming  eligible  for  pension,  or  who  have  been  pen- 
sioned because  of  disability  due  to  injuries  received  in  line  of  duty. 

The  amendment  also  provides  a  pension  of  $100  a  month  to  the 
widow  of  any  fireman  killed  or  injured  in  the  performance  of  duty,  who 
died  of  such  injuries  prior  to  January,  1900,  provided  such  widow  has 
not  remarried.  It  is  stated  that  this  provision  is  to  take  care  of  only  one 
person  who  has  been  in  want  for  years  and  who  is  not  eligible  for  any 
pension  under  the  present  charter. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  the  firemen's  pension  system  is  unsound 
pension  legislation,  and  must  in  time  be  redrafted,  reorganized  and  put 
on  a  scientific  basis,  soundly  financed.  The  "present  value''  of  the  city's 
liability  for  1044  members  of  the  fire  pension  fund  is  $16,464,000,  as 
compared  with  $16,691,000  for  8359  members  of  the  two  other  pension 
systems.  This  proposed  amendment,  as  will  be  noted,  prevents  the  con- 
tinuation of  pension  benefits  by  "death-bed"  marriages  in  one  set  of  cases, 
and  permits  it  in  other  cases.  Although  the  proposed  amendment  may, 
in  part,  be  of  benefit  to  the  service  and  to  the  city,  it  also,  in  part,  extends 
and  expands  existing  pension  benefits,  with  no  consideration  of  funda- 
mental changes  along  the  hnes  of  sound  pension  legislation.  Therefore, 
it  is  recommended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  27 

Supervisors^  Salaries — Disapproved 

This  amendment  would  increase  the  salaries  of  members  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  from  $200  to  $400  per  month.  The  present  rate  of  $200 
has  not  been  changed  since  1912.  The  increase  is  urged  because  of  the 
increase  in  the  demand  on  the  time  of  many  of  the  Supervisors,  which 
is  due  primarily  to  duties  of  an  administrative  nature.  The  proposed 
increase  would  not  apply  to  incumbent  Supervisors,  and  so  is  to  be  con' 
sidered  on  the  basis  of  governmental  principles,  enitrely  apart  from  any 
personal  considerations. 

Other  cities  which  pay  legislative  salaries  as  large  or  larger  than  the 
proposed  increase  for  San  Francisco  are:  New  York,  $7500;  Chicago, 
members  $5000,  chairman  of  finance  committee,  $8500;  Pittsburgh,  $8000; 
Philadelphia,  $5000;  Detroit,  $5000;  and  Los  Angeles,  $4800.  Of  these, 
Pittsburgh,  Detroit  and  Los  Angeles  require  full-time  service;  practically 
full-time  service  is  required  by  Philadelphia  and  Chicago.  In  New  York, 
the  duties  of  the  office  require  attendance  at  weekly  sessions  only. 

The  San  Francisco  Supervisors  are  now  required  to  attend  one  weekly 
meeting,  which  is  usually  an  all-day  session,  and,  in  addition,  many  mem- 
bers are  expected  to  attend  one  or  more  committee  meetings  during  the 
week.  Certain  of  the  committees  handle  administrative  details  which 
make  heavy  demands  on  the  time  of  the  members.  The  judiciary  com- 
mittee of  the  Board  now  has  under  consideration  the  revision  or  a  new 
draft  of  the  charter,  in  which  the  duties,  and  perhaps  also  the  number, 
of  Supervisors  are  proposed  to  be  changed,  and  under  which  the  Super- 
visors would  function  as  a  legislative  and  policy-determining  body,  and 
would  be  relieved  of  many  administrative  details. 

It  can  be  argued  that  the  proposed  $400  per  month  would  not  rec- 
ompense certain  of  the  members  for  the  time  taken  from  their  private 
businesses  because  of  the  time  required  of  them  by  the  city's  business. 
If  the  city  should  attempt  to  pay  the  legislative  salaries  on  the  basis  of 
the  importance  of  policies  to  be  determined,  or  the  importance  of  plan- 
ning and  controlling  the  expenditure  of  over  $50,000,000  a  year,  almost 
any  figure  might  be  justified. 

Opposed  to  such  theory  and  practice,  however,  is  the  policy  that 
legislative  salaries  should  not  be  fixed  at  such  a  figure  as  to  attract  can- 
didates interested  primarily  in  the  salary  attached  to  the  office.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  Bureau,  the  $400  rate,  if  adopted,  would  tend  to  have  this 
effect  in  the  future,  and  therefore  it  recommends  that  the  amendment  be 
DISAPPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  28 

Extension  of  Civil  Service — Approved 

This  amendment  brings  under  civil  service  the  forces  in  various  de- 
partments that  have  heretofore  been  exempt  from  civil  service — Park, 
Playground,  Library,  Widows'  Pension,  Airport,  California  Palace  of  the 
Legion  of  Honor,  and  the  M.  H.  deYoung  Memorial  Museum — except 
for  executives  in  such  departments  who  are  specifically  exempted.  The 
amendment  also  brings  under  civil  service  a  number  of  individual  posi' 
tions  that  have  heretofore  been  exempted  in  various  city  and  county 
offices.  It  also  provides  that  all  departments  created  in  the  future  shall 
automatically  become  subject  to  civil  service. 

As  is  usual  in  charter  amendments  to  extend  civil  service,  any  incum- 
bent of  a  position  brought  under  civil  service  is  given  civil  service 
status  if  he  has  held  the  position  for  one  year  prior  to  the  approval  of 
the  amendment.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  600  positions,  here- 
tofore exempt,  will  thus  be  brought  under  civil  service. 

The  amendment  also  provides  that  employees  holding,  under  "tem- 
porary  appointment,"  positions  heretofore  subject  to  civil  service  shall  be 
declared  to  be  appointed  to  the  position  within  the  provisions  of  the  civil 
service  article,  if  they  have  held  such  positions  continuously  for  a  year 
prior  to  the  approval  of  the  amendment.  There  were  approximately  235 
of  these  positions  early  this  year.  Of  this  number  60  serve  as  nurses  at 
the  various  institutions  pending  examination  and  the  creation  of  eligible 
lists,  25  have  civil  service  status  to  other  positions  and  have  been  trans- 
ferred or  assigned  to  the  positions  they  now  hold,  and  for  about  1 5  others 
there  is  question  as  to  whether  the  positions  are  subject  to  civil  service. 
The  remaining  135  positions  have  been  held  under  ''temporary  appoint- 
ment" for  periods  varying  from  one  to  eighteen  or  twenty  years. 

The  "temporary  appointment"  situation  has  been  a  disturbing  factor 
in  local  civil  service  procedure  for  some  time.  The  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission has  stated  that  continual  under-appropriations  for  its  purposes 
have  prevented  it  from  holding  the  necessary  examinations,  many  of 
which  are  for  "one-job"  classes,  and  creating  eHgible  lists  for  these 
positions.  The  blanketing-in  under  civil  service  of  the  persons  holding 
such  temporary  appointments  was  the  principal  controversial  element 
during  the  consideration  of  the  amendment  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  its  committees. 

The  amendment  restricts  "temporary  appointments"  in  the  future  by 
providing  that  no  individual  shall  hold  an  emergency  or  temporary 
appointment  for  more  than  four  months,  and  that  the  Commissionero 
shall  not  approve,  nor  the  Auditor  audit,  nor  the  Treasurer  pay,  any 
demand  for  services  of  any  person  who  shall  serve  under  temporary 
appointment  for  more  than  four  months  in  any  calendar  year  in  any 
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position  subject  to  civil  service.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  is  directed 
to  take  steps  forthwith  to  create  a  Hst  of  eligibles  whenever  an  emer- 
gency appointment  is  authorised  and  for  the  purpose  of  holding  such 
examinations  the  amendment  directs  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  appro- 
priate $7,500  annually  to  the  Commission. 

The  amendment  will  extend  civil  service  to  about  600  positions  that 
are  now  exempt.  It  will  effectually  prevent  "temporary  appointments" 
to  regular  positions  in  the  future.  Its  provisions  prohibit  political  activity 
on  the  part  of  civil  service  employees.  To  the  extent  that  there  may  be 
objection  to  the  blanketing-in  under  civil  service  of  non-civil  service 
temporary  appointees,  this  is  more  than  outweighed  by  the  advantage  to 
the  city,  from  a  civil  service  standpoint,  in  removing  these  positions  as 
elements  of  contention  and  making  provision  to  limit  and  restrict  such 
non-civil  service  appointments  in  the  future.  The  Bureau  believes  that 
the  amendment  will  not  only  extend,  but  materially  improve  the  city's 
civil  service  procedure,  and  therefore  recommends  that  it  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  29 

Detective  Sergeants — Approved 

This  amendment  provides  that  members  of  the  Police  Department 
detailed  to  detective  duty  by  Chief  of  Police,  with  the  rank  and  extra 
pay  of  detective  sergeants  shall  be  given  a  hearing  by  the  Police  Com- 
mission before  removal  from  the  detail.  The  present  charter  provides 
that  members  may  be  removed  from  such  detail  at  any  time  by  the 
Chief  of  Police. 

Members  of  the  department  detailed  as  detective  sergeants,  68  in 
number,  receive  a  higher  salary  than  sergeants,  corporals  or  police  officers, 
so  that  the  rank  is,  in  effect,  a  promotional  one.  Removal  from  the 
detail  is  in  effect  a  demotion  to  the  original  rank,  at  a  reduction  in  salary. 
The  amendment  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Police  and  the  Captain  of 
Detectives,  on  the  ground  that  demotion  from  any  other  rank  in  the 
department  requires  action  by  the  Commission,  and,  therefore,  that  the 
right  of  hearing  before  such  demotion  should  be  extended  to  the  rank  of 
detective  sergeants.    It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Am.endment  No.  30 

Police  Department  Organization  and  Pension  Changes — 

Disapproved 

(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

This  amendment  changes  charter  provisions  dealing  with  police  de- 
partment organi2;ation  and  provides  also  for  an  important  change  in  the 
police   pension   system;   the   latter   provisions    are   the    more   important 
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elements  of  the  amendment.  The  amendment  authori2;es  the  PoHce  Com- 
mission to  grant  leaves  of  absence,  extends  the  disciplinary  power  of  the 
Commission  by  authorizing  suspensions  for  not  to  exceed  six  months, 
and  (on  the  basis  of  existing  companies)  fixes  the  number  of  captains 
at  16  and  the  number  of  lieutenants  at  53,  which  represents  an  increase 
of  12  lieutenants. 

As  stated,  the  more  important  elements  of  the  amendment  deal  with 
changes  in  the  existing  police  pension  system.  The  amendment  provides 
that  retirement  shall  be  compulsory  at  age  65.  Under  the  existing  system, 
retirement  is  optional  with  the  Commission  after  a  member  reaches  age 
65.  The  amendment  provides  for  the  continuation  of  "service"  pensions 
(one-half  pay)  on  the  death  of  the  pensioner,  to  a  widow,  provided  she 
was  married  to  the  pensioner  for  at  least  five  years  before  his  retirement, 
or  to  an  orphan  or  orphans  until  the  youngest  reaches  age  16.  The 
amendment  provides  that  the  half-pay  pension  of  a  member  who  dies 
from  injuries  received  in  line  of  duty  shall  likewise  be  continued  to  the 
widow  or  orphan  or  orphans  until  the  youngest  reaches  age  16,  or  to 
parents  dependent  on  the  deceased.  Under  the  existing  system,  such  pen- 
sion ceases  at  the  death  of  the  pensioner  unless  he  dies  within  three  years 
of  the  time  of  receiving  such  injuries.  The  amendment  also  provides  for 
the  return  of  the  total  of  $2.00  monthly  payments  made  by  any  member 
in  case  of  his  death,  if  he  or  his  beneficiaries  received  no  pension  benefits. 
The  present  system  provides  for  such  return  of  contributions  only  after 
a  member  shall  have  completed  ten  years  of  service. 

This  proposed  amendment  was  the  original  poHce-pension  amend- 
ment and  was  submitted  to  the  Supervisors  by  the  Police  Commission. 
After  such  submission,  the  men  of  the  department  drafted  and  submitted 
to  the  Supervisors  another  pension  amendment,  which  appears  on  the 
ballot  as  Charter  Amendment  No.  25.  It  is  the  Bureau's  understanding 
that  both  are  now  approved  by  the  Police  Commission. 

In  the  absence  of  a  detailed  actuarial  survey,  it  has  been  impossible 
to  accurately  estimate  the  probable  effect  of  this  amendment.  An  actuary 
employed  by  the  Bureau  in  1924  to  study  the  fire  pension  system  reported 
that  the  extension  of  "service"  pension  benefits  to  widows  and  orphans 
would  increase  the  "present  value"  of  the  city's  liability  by  at  least  40 
per  cent.  Such  "present  value"  under  the  existing  police  pension  system 
is  estimated  at  $5,028,000.  The  extension  of  pension  benefits,  alone, 
would  therefore  increase  this  liability  by  $2,011,000. 

A  further  increase  would  be  effected  by  the  provisioK  requiring 
compulsory  retirement  at  age  65.  There  are  at  present  119  former  mem- 
bers of  the  department  now  on  the  police  pension  roll;  34  additional 
members  would  be  immediately  retired  under  the  age  65  requirement, 
and  a  total  of  92  would  be  retired  under  this  provision  in  the  next  six 
years.  The  effect  of  the  two  provisions  extending  pensions  to  beneficiaries 
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and  mandatory  retirement  at  age  65  would  therefore  add  materially  to  the 
"present  value"  of  the  city's  liability. 

Last  year  the  members  of  the  department  contributed  $30,124  to 
police  pension  costs,  at  the  rate  of  $2.00  per  member  per  month,  regard- 
less of  rank  or  salary.  The  city's  payments  totaled  $219,460.  Disburse 
ments  under  the  police  pension  system  are  now  equivalent  to  7  per  cent 
of  the  police  payroll. 

Although  the  Bureau  favors  the  principle  of  pensions  for  city  em- 
ployees  and  the  proper  extension  of  pension  benefits  to  dependents  of 
city  employees,  and  believes  that  the  city  should  adopt  a  liberal  policy 
for  the  dependents  of  employees  killed  or  dying  from  injuries  incurred 
in  line  of  duty,  it  believes  that  both  the  fire  and  the  police  pension  sys' 
tems  are  on  an  unsound  basis  and  should  be  reorgani2;ed  scientifically 
and  equitably  before,  or  in  connection  with,  the  extension  or  expansion 
of  pension  benefits.  The  proposed  amendment  does  not  so  provide.  The 
Bureau  therefore  recommends  that  this  amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  3 1 

Creating  a  City  Planning  Commission — Approved 

At  present,  "zoning"  and  other  city  planning  matters  are  handled  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  by  a  City  Planning  Committee  of  said  Board, 
and  by  a  City  Planning  Commission  which  is  created  by  ordinance  and 
by  such  ordinance  is  restricted  to  purely  advisory  powers. 

This  proposed  amendment  creates  a  City  Planning  Commission  as  a 
charter  body  and  prescribes  its  powers  on  city  planning  matters.  The 
amendment  provides  for  a  commission  of  five  members  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Mayor,  each  to  serve  without  compensation  for  terms  of  five 
years.  The  Commission  is  required  to  make  and  maintain  a  plan  of  the 
physical  development  of  the  city  and  county,  including  the  general  loca- 
tion,  character  and  extent  of  highways,  recreational  areas,  public  build' 
ings  and  other  pubHc  ways  or  places.  The  Commission  is  required  to 
consult  and  cooperate  with  other  city  departments  in  the  development 
of  such  city  plans. 

The  principal  elements  of  city  planning  that  have  heretofore  engaged 
the  attention  of  the  city  are  those  relative  to  the  establishment  or  chang' 
ing  of  "zoning"  classifications  (classifying  the  respective  uses  to  which 
property  may  be  put)  and  of  building  setback  lines.  The  amendment 
provides  in  detail  for  postcard  notification,  and  notification  by  posting 
and  publication,  of  all  persons  within  any  area  deemed  to  be  affected  by 
proposed  changes  in  zoning  classification  and  requires  public  hearings  on 
all  such  proposals.  Any  change  in  zoning  classification  initiated  by  the 
Commission  on  its  own  motion  must  be  approved  by  two-thirds  vote  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.    Any  change  in  zoning  classification  ordered 
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by  the  Commission  on  the  petition  of  any  property  owner,  if  protested 
by  the  owners  of  20%  or  more  of  the  property  affected  must  also  be 
approved  by  the  Supervisors.  Approval  of  the  Mayor  is  likewise  required 
for  all  resolutions  of  the  Planning  Commission  and  all  ordinances  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  dealing  with  city  planning  matters.  It  is  provided 
that  no  ordinance  shall  be  considered  by  the  Supervisors  dealing  with 
zoning  or  setback  line  matters  without  being  first  submitted  to  the 
Commission. 

The  proposed  amendment  will  remove  from  the  Supervisors  and 
assign  to  the  Commission  the  voluminous  details  incidental  to  zoning 
matters  while  at  the  same  time  reserving  the  rights  of  property  owners 
who  may  be  affected.  The  charters  of  Los  Angeles,  Detroit,  Rochester 
and  Cleveland,  the  1927  State  Act  dealing  with  city  planning  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce  ''Standard  City  Planning  and  Enabling  Act" 
were  consulted  in  the  drafting  of  the  amendment. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  will 
materially  improve  the  city's  procedure  relative  to  proposed  zoning 
changes  and  will  establish  a  basis  for  the  effective  development  in  San 
Francisco  of  city  planning  functions  that  are  not  now  undertaken  by  the 
city.    Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  32 

War  Memorial  Board — Approved 

This  amendment  creates  a  board  of  trustees  of  the  War  Memorial,  to 
be  composed  of  eleven  members  appointed  by  the  Mayor  subject  to 
confirmation  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  such  trustees  to  serve  without 
compensation.  The  board  of  trustees  is  given  charge  of  construction, 
administration,  management  and  operation  of  the  War  Memorial.  It  is 
empowered  to  accept  gifts  and  bequests  for  War  Memorial  purposes  and 
to  administer  and  perform  conditions  of  trusts  relative  to  any  gifts  or 
bequests  which  may  be  accepted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  War 
Memorial  purposes.  Its  funds  shall  be  deposited  in  a  special  fund  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  authorized  to  appropriate  annually  amounts 
sufficient  to  maintain  and  operate  the  War  Memorial,  the  board  of 
trustees  to  have  control  of  the  expenditure  of  such  appropriations. 

This  amendment  is  agreed  to  by  the  present  volunteer  board  of 
trustees  of  the  War  Memorial  and  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  It  pro- 
vides necessary  organization  and  machinery  to  merge  the  two  War 
Memorial  funds — the  $2,000,000  fund  subscribed  several  years  ago  by 
private  citizens,  out  of  which  present  construction  work  is  being  financed, 
and  the  $4,000,000  bond  issue  for  War  Memorial  purposes  voted  by  the 
people  in  June,  1927.  During  discussion  of  the  amendment,  a  number 
of  Supervisors  stated  that  the  city  could  not  appropriate  any  money  out 
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of  the  $4,000,000  bond  issue  unless  an  official  board  should  be  set  up 
with  adequate  provisions  for  merging  and  expending  the  two  funds.  The 
Bureau  recommends,  therefore,  that  this  amendment  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  33 

Increase  in  Tax  Rate  for  Park  Purposes — Approved 

This  amendment  increases  the  fixed  tax  for  park  maintenance  pur' 
poses,  now  7  cents  minimum  and  10  cents  maximum,  to  10  cents  minimum 
and  15  cents  maximum,  ($807,000  to  $1,210,000,  current  assessment  roll). 
It  also  revises  the  language  of  the  charter  which  implies  that  the  fixed 
tax  shall  cover  all  expenditures  for  "the  maintenance,  preservation  and 
improvement"  of  parks,  squares,  etc.  The  proposed  amendment,  after 
providing  for  the  10'15'cent  tax,  specifies  that  this  shall  be  exclusive  of 
such  sums  as  may  be  appropriated  for  additions  to  parks  or  the  erection 
of  additional  structures  thereon. 

Practically  since  the  adoption  of  the  7'cent  minimum,  lO-cent  maxi' 
mum  park  tax  rate  in  1920,  the  Supervisors  have  been  appropriating  the 
maximum  rate  and  have  appropriated  in  addition  large  sums  each  year 
for  purposes  such  as  McLaren  Park,  Fleishhacker  Pool  and  Playfield,  and 
other  park  additions.  The  Park  Commission  states  that  the  lO-cent  max- 
imum for  maintenance  purposes  is  inadequate  and  that  if  the  rate  of  tax 
for  such  maintenance  is  increased,  it  will  be  able,  out  of  such  funds,  to 
take  care  of  many  park  improvements,  such  as  the  reconstruction  of  park 
roads,  etc.  It  is  also  stated  that  if  the  bond  issues  for  McLaren  Park 
and  Aquatic  and  Marina  Parks  are  voted  by  the  people,  this  will  create 
the  necessity  for  additional  maintenance  expenditures.  The  Bureau  there 
fore  recommends  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Am,endw,e(nt  No.  34 

Library  Tax — Approved 

The  present  fixed  tax  for  library  purposes  is  2^  cents  minimum  and 
ly^  cents  maximum.  This  proposed  amendment  provides  that  the  fixed 
tax  shall  be  not  less  than  3%  cents,  ($300,000,  current  assessment  roll) 
leaving  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  the 
appropriation  of  additional  sums  as  these  may  be  needed  for  library  pur- 
poses.  For  several  years  past  the  Supervisors  have  appropriated  practically 
the  maximum  amount  allowed.  The  Board  of  Library  Trustees  states  that 
the  fixed  maximum  has  unduly  restricted  proper  library  development  and 
that  because  of  this  condition  San  Francisco  spends  less  per  capita,  and 
a  smaller  proportion  of  its  revenue  for  new  books,  than  does  any  other 
comparable  large  city.  The  Trustees  also  state  that  since  the  Carnegie 
Fund  is  no  longer  available  for  the  construction  of  branch  libraries,  any 
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further  extension  of  branch  Hbraries  must  be  made  out  of  special  apprc 
priations  for  the  purpose.  The  fixed  minimum  will  require  budgeting  of 
the  Library  Department's  request  for  funds  and  bring  a  measure  of 
Supervisorial  control  over  library  expenditures  that  does  not  now  exist, 
although  the  responsibility  for  the  tax  rate,  including  library  taxes,  falls 
upon  the  Supervisors.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  this  be 
APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  35 

Accepting  Palace  of  Fine  Arts  Site — Approved 

A  1926  charter  amendment  authori2;ed  the  city  and  county  to  accept 
from  the  federal  government  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts  and  the  property  on 
which  this  is  located,  and  in  consideration  thereof  to  grant  certain  spur 
track  privileges  to  the  federal  government.  This  amendment  formally 
accepts  the  deed  of  gift  to  the  city  and  confirms  and  validates  the 
Board  of  Supervisors'  ordinance  granting  the  spur  track  privileges.  It  is 
recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  36 

Donating  Civic  Center  Land  for  a  Federal  Building — 

Approved 

At  the  November,  1927,  election,  the  people  approved  a  resolution 
proposed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  declaring  that  it  should  be  the 
city's  policy  that  necessary  land  for  the  location  of  a  federal  building  in 
the  Civic  Center  should  be  donated  by  the  city  to  the  government.  This 
amendment  formally  authorizes  the  policy  so  expressed  and  specifically 
empowers  the  Board  of  Supervisors  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
it  shall  require  to  deed  to  the  federal  government  the  land  at  the  north' 
east  corner  of  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets  for  a  federal  building. 

Some  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  necessity  for  such  action  in 
consideration  of  the  fact  that  the  government  is  continually  purchasing 
sites  in  other  cities  for  necessary  post  offices  and  other  federal  buildings. 
It  is  the  Bureau's  understanding  that  the  donation  of  land,  as  compared 
with  the  cost  of  land  elsewhere  within  the  business  district,  will  place 
such  Civic  Center  site  in  a  preferred  position  as  compared  with  any  other 
proposed  site  from  the  standpoint  of  cost,  and  that  civic  organizations 
that  have  studied  the  matter  believe  that  the  Civic  Center  location  will 
be  the  most  desirable  one  from  the  standpoint  of  the  city's  interests  in 
the  matter.  As  to  the  equities  involved,  the  donation  by  the  government 
to  the  city  of  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts  site  may  be  considered  as  offsetting, 
in  part  at  least,  the  value  of  the  Civic  Center  land  that  the  city  will 
donate  to  the  government.    Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  37 

Routine  Revisio7iSy  Employees^  Retirement  System — 

Approved 

This  amendment  incorporates  a  series  of  minor  revisions  in  the  law 
governing  the  City  Employees'  Retirement  System,  which  system  includes 
over  7100  city  employees.  The  revisions  have  been  carefully  drafted  by 
the  Board  of  Administration,  which  board  originally  developed  and  has 
since  administered  this  system. 

The  term  "employees"  is  changed  to  read  ''officers  and  employees," 
to  remove  any  doubt  as  to  whether  the  city  officials  legally  classed  as 
'"officers"  and  who  are  now  members  of  the  system  can  be  legally  in' 
eluded.  It  changes  the  existing  limitation  on  contributions  that  can  be 
required  of  members.  Members'  contributions  are  graduated,  depending 
on  the  age  of  each  member  at  the  time  he  enters  the  city's  employ.  The 
existing  limitation  of  5  per  cent  of  salary  was  inserted  in  the  1920  charter 
amendment  at  the  insistence  of  city  employees,  some  of  whom  feared 
they  might  be  charged  an  excessive  rate.  At  that  time  and  at  present, 
such  a  limitation  is  found  in  no  other  scientificallyestablished  municipal 
pension  system.  It  has  had  the  unexpected  and  undesirable  effect  of 
controlling  and  fixing  the  whole  schedule  of  contributions  for  persons 
who  enter  the  service.  Other  changes  eliminate  the  requirement  that  a 
person  who  desires  to  retire  after  30  years  of  service  and  to  pay  addi' 
tional  contributions  on  such  basis  must  declare  his  intention  within  a  year 
after  he  enters  the  city  service;  also  the  present  restriction  on  additional 
contributions  by  members  which  need  not  be  matched  by  the  city  is 
eliminated. 

The  group  of  revisions  constitutes  no  change  in  the  sound,  scien' 
tific  principles  on  which  the  city  employees'  retirement  system  was 
founded  and  has  been  administered.  They  represent  no  extension  what' 
soever  of  pension  benefits  or  of  the  city's  costs  for  this  pension  system. 
It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  38 

Purchaser's  Revolving  Fund — Approved 

This  amendment  establishes  a  procedure  whereby  the  city  may  pay 
its  bills  with  sufficient  speed  to  secure  ordinary  commercial  discounts. 
At  present,  the  city  and  county,  with  a  purchasing  power  of  about 
$4,000,000  a  year,  is  unable  to  "earn"  ordinary  commercial  discounts 
because  of  the  fact  that  charter  procedure  relating  to  the  approval,  audit' 
ing  and  publication  of  notices  of  payment  takes  up  a  period  of  about 
thirty  days  on  the  average  in  the  payment  of  bills. 
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The  amendment  provides  that  the  revolving  fund  shall  be  established 
without  special  appropriations,  by  requiring  the  segregation  of  budget 
appropriations  to  each  department  for  material,  supplies  and  equipment, 
and  on  recommendation  of  the  Purchaser  and  approval  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  any  part  of  each  such  appropriation  may  be  transferred  to 
the  Purchaser's  Revolving  Fund.  Checks  or  warrants  on  such  fund  may 
be  drawn  by  the  Purchaser,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Finance  Com' 
mittee,  for  the  payment  of  bills  on  which  discounts  may  be  secured  or 
for  advantageous  cash  purchasing  under  unusual  market  conditions.  Dis- 
counts so  earned  are  to  be  accumulated  in  the  revolving  fund  so  that 
gradually,  over  a  period  of  years,  the  fund  may  be  built  up  to  a  si2;e  to 
handle  the  ordinary  purchasing  requirements  of  the  city  without  tem- 
porary borrowing  from  budget  appropriations  for  supplies. 

The  procedure  is  adequately  safeguarded  by  providing  that  the 
Auditor,  with  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  prescribe 
the  form,  procedure  and  reports  to  be  used  or  required  to  be  made  by 
the  Purchaser  in  maintaining  and  reporting  on  his  transactions,  payments, 
and  credits  to  and  from  the  revolving  fund. 

The  amendment  is  approved  by  the  Purchaser  of  Supplies,  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  City  Auditor.  It  is  estimated 
that  under  the  prompt  payment  procedure  contemplated  by  the  amend- 
ment, the  city  should  earn  over  $50,000  a  year  in  the  amount  of  discount 
savings  on  bills  for  materials  and  supplies.  The  Bureau  recommends  that 
this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  39 

City  to  Pay  Employees'*  Bond  Premiums — Approved 

This  amendment  provides  that  the  City  and  County  shall  pay  the 
premiums  on  bonds  required  by  it  of  its  employees,  and  that  the  Super- 
visors' Finance  Committee  shall  pass  on  all  cases  when  a  department 
requires  that  an  employee  secure  bond.  The  City  now  pays  premiums 
on  bonds  required  of  elective  and  appointive  officials.  The  Bureau  finds 
on  investigation  that  it  is  the  practice  of  private  employers  to  pay  all 
costs  of  bonds  required  of  their  employees.  Recommended  that  this  be 
APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  40 

Signatures  on  School  Demands — Approved 

The  School  Department  is  the  only  department  in  the  city  which  by 
charter  is  still  required  to  have  pay  checks  for  all  of  its  employees 
signed  by  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Board  in  charge  of  the 
department.    This  amendment  requires  that  such   pay  checks  shall  be 
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authenticated  by  the  signature  of  the  Auditor  of  the  city  and  county, 
which  is  the  authentication  required  for  pay  checks  for  all  other  depart' 
ments.  It  will  relieve  the  President  and  the  Secretary,  respectively,  of 
the  Board  of  Education  from  signing  over  2600  individual  salary  war- 
rants a  month.   Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  41 

Promoting  Fire  Lieutenants  to  Captains — Disapproved 

This  amendment  would  eliminate  the  rank  of  lieutenant,  which  ii 
now  one  of  the  promotional  ranks  in  the  Fire  Department,  would  auto- 
matically promote  lieutenants  now  in  the  service  to  the  rank  of  captain, 
would  provide  that  those  on  the  civil  service  eligible  list  for  promotion 
to  the  rank  of  lieutenant  as  vacancies  occur  should  be  similarly  eligible 
for  promotion  to  the  rank  of  captain,  and  would  extend  the  life  of  such 
civil  service  eligible  list.  The  amendment  has  the  approval  of  the  Fire 
Chief,  but  has  provoked  division  of  opinion  among  the  ranks  of  the 
department,  and  was  opposed  before  the  Supervisors  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Commission. 

The  amendment  is  urged  on  the  ground  that  the  rank  of  lieutenant 
has  become  obsolete  in  fire  departments  operating  under  the  two-platoon 
system  and  that  the  duties  and  responsibility  of  a  lieutenant  are  prac- 
tically identical  with  those  of  a  captain.  Its  main  objective  is  to  provide 
for  two  captains  for  each  fire  company,  one  for  the  day  watch  and  one 
for  night  duty.  All  of  the  ranks  of  the  department  agree  to  the  equity 
and  the  desirability  of  this;  those  opposing  the  amendment  stated  that 
reorganization  to  bring  about  two  captains  to  each  company  is  possible 
under  existing  charter  provisions,  is  favored  by  the  Fire  Commission  and 
is  now  being  worked  out. 

There  are  76  fire  companies  and  there  are  also  142  lieutenants  now 
serving  in  the  department.  The  number  of  lieutenants  is  excessive.  It  is 
estimated  by  the  Fire  Chief  that  reorganiziation  to  provide  two  captains 
for  each  company  would  require  76  to  conform  to  the  number  of  com- 
panies, plus  30  additional  to  be  available  for  service  during  time  off  and 
vacations  of  other  captains  and  for  relief  duty.  This  would  leave  an  excess 
of  36  captains,  if  the  amendment  should  be  adopted  and  lieutenants 
should  be  automatically  promoted  to  the  rank  of  captain. 

Although  the  grade  of  lieutenant  may  be  becoming  obsolete,  such  rank 
is  now  used  in  the  fire  departments  of  all  large  cities  except  Los  Angeles. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  present  charter  provisions  are  adequate  to 
enable  the  Fire  Commission  to  reorgani2;e  the  department  and  establish 
two  captains  per  company.  The  additional  number  of  captains  required 
could  be  filled  in  part  from  those  who  have  civil  service  standing,  secured 
by  promotional  examinations,  on  the  captains'  list.    Additional  captains 
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required  by  such  reorganization  should  be  secured  by  similar  promotional 
examinations  to  which  lieutenants  and  those  filling  the  next  lower  ranks 
in  the  department  should  be  eligible.  It  is  recommended  that  this  be 
DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  42 

Promoting  Police  Corporals  to  Sergeants — Disapproved 

This  amendment  fixes  the  number  of  poHce  sergeants  at  not  to  exceed 
one  to  each  eight  police  officers  and  provides  further  that  all  corporals 
of  the  department  shall  automatically  take  rank  as  sergeants.  The  ratio 
of  one  sergant  to  each  eight  police  officers  would  require  118  sergeants. 
As  there  are  now  88  sergeants  and  135  corporals  in  the  department,  the 
amendment  would  create  a  force  of  223  sergeants,  or  105  more  than  the 
number  required  by  the  ratio.  Police  department  officials  recogni2,e  that 
the  excessive  number  of  corporals  would,  in  turn,  create  an  excessive 
number  of  sergeants,  but  urge  the  amendment  on  the  basis  that  the  rank 
of  corporal  is  obsolete  in  police  departments  throughout  the  country; 
that  corporals  now  perform  the  duties  of  sergeants;  and  that  inasmuch  as 
there  is  now  no  limit  on  the  number  of  corporals  who  may  be  appointed 
and  the  amendment  fixes  the  limitation  on  the  number  of  sergeants 
(combining  corporals  and  sergeants),  the  future  effect  would  be  limiting 
and  beneficial. 

During  the  past  ten  years  only  90  sergeants  have  been  appointed 
from  civil  service  lists  established  by  promotional  examinations.  With 
an  excess  of  105  sergeants  that  the  amendment  would  create,  it  may  be 
an  additional  ten  years  before  such  surplus  would  be  absorbed  and  before 
patrolmen  would  have  the  opportunity  to  take  a  civil  service  examination 
for  promotion.  Many  of  the  corporals  now  perform  the  duties  of  ser- 
geants, in  command  of  details  of  police  officers;  many  other  corporals, 
however,  are  assigned  to  clerical  duties  and  work  thereon  v/ith  patrolmen 
and  sergeants. 

The  Bureau  recogni2;es  that  the  rank  of  corporal  is  obsolete  In  its 
opinion,  however,  the  automatic  promotion  of  all  corporals  to  the  rank  of 
sergeant  at  higher  pay  and  its  effect  on  the  ambitions  and  opportunities  of 
patrolmen  for  promotion  are  not  desirable.  Other  changes  in  police  de- 
partment rankings  might  well  be  considered,  and  abolition  of  the  rank  of 
corporal  can  be  considered  in  connection  therewith.  Any  resulting  reor- 
gani2;ation  should  be  based  on  promotional  examinations  designed  to 
establish  fitness  rather  than  on  seniority  alone.  It  is  recommended  that 
this  be  DISAPPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  43 

Pension  Changes  for  Various  Fire  Departme?it 
Employees — Disapproved 

(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

The  existing  fire  pension  system  includes  all  members  of  the  uni- 
formed force  and  twelve  other  employees  in  the  department  who  were 
in  the  service  prior  to  1911.  All  other  employees  of  the  department  are 
members  of  the  ctiy  employees'  retirement  system.  This  system  requires 
joint  contributions  on  the  part  of  the  employees  and  the  city,  whereas 
no  contributions  are  required  of  members  of  the  fire  pension  system. 
The  fire  pension  system  provides  a  much  more  extensive  scale  of  benefits 
than  does  the  city  employees'  retirement  system. 

This  proposed  amendment  would  take  out  of  the  city  employees'  re- 
tirement  system  and  bring  under  the  fire  pension  system  72  employees  in 
the  fire  department,  including  fire  boat  pilots  and  engineers,  foremen, 
draymen,  watchmen,  and  mechanics  in  the  corporation  yard,  pipemen  em- 
ployed  on  the  high  pressure  system,  and  pumping  station  engineers  and 
firemen.  By  changing  these  employees  from  one  pension  system  to  the 
other,  it  would  add  about  $1,017,000  to  the  "present  value"  of  the  city's 
liability  for  pensions  for  these  72  employees. 

While  there  may  be  discriminations  among  non-uniformed  employees 
of  the  Fire  Department  who  are  included  in  the  fire  pension  system  as 
compared  with  certain  others  included  in  the  City  Employees'  Retirement 
System,  this  amendment  would  put  all  employees  of  the  department  under 
the  fire  pension  system  except  clerks  and  commissary  employees.  As 
previously  stated  in  discussing  other  pension  amendments,  the  Bureau 
believes  that  both  the  fire  and  police  pension  systems  are  on  an  unscien- 
tific  and  excessively  costly  basis  and  should  be  reorgani2;ed.  It  believes 
there  should  be  no  extension  of  these  pension  systems  until  such  reor' 
ganization  can  be  secured  and  therefore  recommends  that  this  amendment 
be  DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Am.endm.ent  No.  44 
Pensions  for  Patrol  Special   Officers — Disapproved 

(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

Patrol  special  oflEcers  are  a  group  of  about  90  men  who  contract  with 
property  owners  to  safeguard  their  property.  They  are  commissioned  by 
the  Police  Commission,  are  required  to  report  to  police  officials  at  regular 
intervals  while  on  duty,  and,  incidental  to  their  contractual  duties  are 
required  to  act  in  the  same  manner  as  police  officers  in  the  prevention 
of  crime  or  the  apprehension  of  criminals  in  cases  that  come  under  their 
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immediate  notice.  The  patrol  special  police  officers  are  separate  and 
distinct  from  special  police  officers  employed  by  private  interests,  such 
as  banks,  buildings,  stores,  etc.,  and  exercising  police  power  only  on  the 
premises  of  their  employers.  This  amendment  provides  that  a  patrol 
special  officer  who  may  be  injured  in  the  performance  of  regular  police 
duties  shall  be  paid  $50.00  a  month  during  the  period  that  he  is  inca' 
pacitated  thereby  and  should  he  die  as  a  result  of  such  injury,  his  widow 
or  minor  children  shall  be  paid  a  pension  of  $50.00  a  month. 

Although  these  patrol  special  officers  are  not  city  employees,  the 
proposal  has  merit  in  that,  according  to  the  Bureau's  understanding,  such 
patrol  special  officers  are  subject  to  trial  and  the  revoking  of  their  com' 
missions  by  the  Police  Commission  should  they  fail  to  take  proper  steps, 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  regular  police  officer,  in  the  case  of  a  crime 
committed  under  their  notice,  whether  they  are  on  duty  or  off.  The 
amendment,  however,  fails  to  specify  that  the  Police  Commission  shall 
have  power  of  determination  in  the  administering  of  the  pension  benefits 
proposed.  It  is  obviously  susceptible  of  misapplication  apart  from  and 
in  addition  to  its  intended  purpose.  It  introduces  a  new  principle  in  local 
pension  legislation,  involving  the  extension  of  pension  benefits  to  non- 
employees,  which  may  establish  a  precedent  for  much  wider  extension. 

This  amendment  is  one  of  seven  pension  amendments  on  the  ballot 
affecting  fire  and  police  pension  matters.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau, 
the  fire  and  police  pension  systems  need  reorgani2;ation,  and,  in  the 
further  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  such  equities  and  rights  as  may  exist  in 
the  case  of  the  patrol  special  officers  should  be  considered  in  the  consid- 
eration of  reorganization  of  these  two  pension  systems.  Recommend  that 
this  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  45 

Salary  and  Pension^  Police  Boat  Engineers — Disapproved 
(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

This  amendment  provides  that  there  shall  be  not  less  than  three 
engineers  of  police  patrol  boats  at  a  salary  of  $2400  per  year,  each,  and 
that  they  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  police  pension  system 
This  removes  the  positions  from  the  operations  of  the  salary  standardiza- 
tion amendment  adopted  in  1924,  which  provides  for  standardized  salaries 
on  the  basis  of  like  pay  for  like  duties.  It  also  removes  these  from  mem- 
bership in  the  City  Employees'  Retirement  System  and  places  them  in 
the  police  pension  system  under  which  the  "present  value"  of  the  city's 
liability  per  member  is  more  than  twice  as  much,  and  if  amendment  No. 
25  is  adopted,  will  be  about  seven  times  as  great.  For  the  reasons  stated 
in  the  analysis  of  Amendments  No.  43  and  47,  the  Bureau  recommends 
that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  46 

Probation  Departments  Under  Civil  Service  and 
R  etirement — A  p  proved 

This  amendment  brings  the  personnel  of  Adult  and  Juvenile  Proba- 
tion Departments  under  civil  service  and  under  the  City  Employees  Re- 
tirement System.  Any  officer  or  employee  serving  in  either  of  the  two 
departments  at  the  time  this  amendment  is  approved  by  the  Legislature, 
who  has  been  so  employed  for  one  year  continuously  prior  thereto,  is 
declared  to  be  appointed  to  his  position  within  the  civil  service  provisions 
of  the  charter. 

This  amendment  is  necessary  because  the  City  and  County  has  not 
heretofore  exercised  the  authority  granted  by  state  law  to  enumerate 
and  regulate  these  two  departments  as  City  and  County  departments, 
although  the  City  and  County  pays  the  salaries  of  the  officers  and 
employees  of  the  departments.  Extending  the  civil  service  provisions  to 
these  departments  is  desirable,  as  well  as  granting  the  benefits  of  the 
retirement  system  to  them.  Blanketing  in  incumbents  is  in  line  v^nth 
established  policy  in  such  cases.  It  is  recommended  that  this  be 
APPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  47 

Salary  and  Pension,  Police  Department  Hostlers — 
Disapproved 

(See  discussion  of  all  pension  amendments,  page  112) 

This  amendment  provides  that  there  shall  be  not  more  than  eleven 
hostlers  in  the  Police  Department  and  that  their  salary  shall  be  $2160 
per  year  each.  There  are  now  ten  hostlers  and  the  present  salary  is  the 
same  as  that  provided  by  this  amendment.  Fixing  the  salaries  of  these 
employees  in  the  charter  will  take  these  positions  out  of  salary  standard- 
i2;ation  procedure,  to  which  they  are  now  subject.  The  amendment  also 
provides  that  these  men  shall  become  members  of  the  police  pension 
system,  whereas  they  are  now  members  of  the  City  Employees'  Retire- 
ment System.  Such  change  would  represent  a  material  rate  of  increase  in 
the  "present  value"  of  the  city's  liability  for  future  pension  benefits.  As 
previously  stated,  the  Bureau  believes  there  should  be  no  extension  or 
expansion  of  the  police  or  fire  pension  systems,  pending  reorganization 
of  each  of  these  on  a  scientific  pension  basis.  Recommended  this  be 
DISAPPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  48 

Salary  of  Police  Matrons — Disapproved 

This  amendment  provides  that  the  four  poHce  matrons,  now  paid 
$175  per  month,  shall  receive  the  same  pay  as  women  protective  officers, 
at  present  $200  per  month.  The  amendment  would  remove  these  posi' 
tions  from  the  employment  classification  and  salary  standardization  pre 
cedure  of  the  charter.  Furthermore,  it  is  not  apparent  that  the  duties  of 
police  matrons  are  similar  to  those  of  women  protective  officers.  Recom' 
mended  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  49 

Police  Judges'^  Salaries — Disapproved 

This  amendment  would  authorize  the  Supervisors  to  fix  the  salaries 
of  police  judges  at  not  to  exceed  $6000  a  year.  Present  salaries  are  $3600 
per  year.  The  amendment  does  not  require  full-time  service,  nor  prohibit 
private  practice. 

Inquiry  of  other  large  cities  shows  that  only  Pittsburgh  pays  its  police 
judges  less  than  the  San  Francisco  police  judges  are  now  receiving,  but 
it  is  the  only  large  city,  with  the  possible  exception  of  Philadelphia, 
that  does  not  require  full-time,  exclusive  service.  Los  Angeles  pays  $6000 
to  its  municipal  court  judges;  such  courts  combine  the  duties  of  the  police 
and  the  justices'  courts  and  require  full-time  service. 

Proposals  are  under  consideration  that  San  Francisco  adopt  ''munic- 
ipal court"  organization  and  procedure,  under  which  the  functions  of 
police  judges  and  justices  of  the  peace  would  be  expanded  and  merged 
into  the  one  court  and  its  judges  would  be  required  to  give  full-time 
service.  Pending  the  development  of  such  proposals,  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  proposed  salary  increase  does  not  also  provide  that  full-time 
service  be  rendered,  it  is  recommended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendm,ent  No.  50 

Mayor^s  Salary 

This  amendment  was  originally  "ordered  submitted"  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  and  was  designed  to  increase  the  salary  of  Mayor  from 
$6,000  to  $15,000.  Subsequently,  at  the  request  of  the  Mayor,  it  was 
withdrawn  and  Charter  Amendment  No.  52  submitted  in  lieu  thereof. 
Charter  Amendment  No.  50  will  not  appear  on  the  ballot. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  5  1 

Parking  Stations  Under  Parks — Approved 

This  amendment  authori2;es  the  Park  Commission  to  construct  and 
operate  pubHc  parking  stations  under  any  public  park,  provided  that 
such  structure  is  not  in  any  way  detrimental  to  the  original  purposes  of 
such  park.  The  financing  of  such  structures  may  be  carried  out  in  the 
same  manner  as  authorized  by  the  charter  for  other  public  improvements. 

This  measure  is  simply  an  enabling  act  and,  in  a  proper  charter, 
would  be  included  in  a  general  grant  of  power  to  carry  on  ''municipal 
affairs."  Any  project  to  construct  parking  space  under  a  park  will  prob' 
ably  require  bond'issue  financing,  which  will  require  authori2;ation  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  of  the  people.  Without  present  commitment  to  any  such 
project,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  52 

Mayor'^s  Cofitingent  Fund — Disapproved 

This  amendment  would  require  the  Supervisors  "to  appropriate  an- 
nually to  the  Mayor  $15,000  as  a  contingent  fund  for  which  he  need 
furnish  no  voucher's".  The  Mayor's  present  contingent  fund  is  $3600  a 
year.  At  the  request  of  the  Mayor,  a  proposed  amendment  to  increase 
the  salary  of  the  office  to  $15,000  was  withdrawn,  and  this  amendment 
was  submitted  in  lieu  thereof. 

It  is  stated  that  the  entertainment  of  distinguished  visitors,  incidental 
to  the  functions  and  duties  of  Mayor,  has  for  years  constituted  a  heavy 
drain  on  the  Mayor's  private  purse  and  that  this  amendment  will  imme- 
diately  correct  that  situation,  whereas  a  salary  increase  would  not  apply 
during  the  present  term  of  Mayor. 

A  city  of  San  Francisco's  si2;e,  importance  and  reputation  for  hospi- 
tality should  provide  for  the  proper  entertainment  of  its  distinguished 
guests.  In  view  of  appropriations  made  by  other  large  cities,  the  $3600 
now  provided  is  a  small  amount  for  such  services.  However,  additional 
amounts  can  be  appropriated  in  annual  budgets,  but  have  not  been 
requested  in  the  past. 

The  amendment  continues  the  old  provision  that  no  vouchers  need 
be  submitted  for  expenditures  from  the  contingent  fund.  This  old  pro- 
vision made  it  possible  for  a  Mayor,  in  supervising  the  operations  of  city 
departments,  to  conduct  such  investigations  as  he  might  require,  without 
publicity.  There  is  no  reason  why  expenditures  for  official  entertainment 
should  not  be  accounted  for  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  city  expense. 
If  exception  is  to  be  made  for  the  office  of  Mayor,  it  may  establish  a 
precedent  for  urging  similar  exceptions  for  other  elective  or  appointive 
officials.    Recommended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  53 

Requiring  Woman  Police  Judge — Disapproved 

This  amendment  would  create  a  new  department  of  the  PoHce  Court, 
to  be  known  as  the  "Women's  Court'\  and  requires  that  the  judge  of 
such  court  shall  be  a  woman.  The  amendment  is  considered  in  connec- 
tion with  Amendment  No.  49.  Inasmuch  as  the  business  of  the  Police 
Court  does  not  now  demand  the  full  time  of  the  four  police  judges  in 
office,  there  would  appear  to  be  no  need  for  another  police  court.  The 
question  of  creating  a  "Women's  Court"  to  be  presided  over  by  a  woman 
judge  is  a  matter  which  can  be  considered  more  adequately  when  the 
city  shall  establish  a  "municipal  court."  Recommended  that  this  be 
DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  54 

City  Attorney'' s  Salary — Approved 

This  amendment  would  increase  the  salary  of  the  City  Attorney  from 
$8,000  to  $12,000  a  year,  to  become  effective  at  the  end  of  the  present 
term.  It  has  been  urged  because  of  the  responsibilities  of  the  City  At' 
torney's  oflEce  in  relation  to  other  elective  officers,  who  also  receive  $8,000 
a  year.  In  addition  to  the  usual  legal  duties  of  the  office,  the  City  Attor- 
ney is  now  conducting  the  valuation  proceedings  of  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company  and  the  Great  Western  Power  Company  before  the 
Railroad  Commission,  the  case  involving  increased  telephone  rates  for 
the  city,  and  legal  matters  in  connection  with  the  bay  bridge  legislation. 

None  of  the  first  ten  cities  of  the  United  States  pays  its  legal  counsel 
less  than  $8,000  a  year.  Those  which  pay  a  greater  amount  are:  Boston, 
$9,000;  Los  Angeles,  $10,000;  Philadelphia,  $12,000;  Detroit,  $13,000, 
of  which  $3,000  is  paid  by  the  municipal  railway;  Chicago,  $15,000,  plus 
appropriations  from  special  funds;  and  New  York,  $15,000.  Inquiry  has 
revealed  that  none  of  these  cities  require  the  extra  legal  duties  of  their 
counsel  now  imposed  on  the  San  Francisco  City  Attorney,  except  as 
these  are  met  from  other  funds.  The  city  requires  full-time  service  of  its 
City  Attorney,  for  duties  of  unusual  importance.  Recommended  that  this 
be  APPROVED. 
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Analysis  of  State  Measures,  With 
Recommendations 

There  are  21  state  measures,  32  San  Francisco  charter  amendments, 
and  eight  local  bond  proposals — a  total  of  61  propositions — on  the  No- 
vember ballot  to  be  voted  on  by  the  people.  Because  of  this  tremendous 
mass  of  legislation,  the  Bureau's  analyses  are  segregated  and  published 
under  the  heads  of  state  measures,  charter  amendments  and  bond-issue 
proposals. 

This  analysis  includes  recommendations  on  15  of  the  21  state  meas- 
ures. The  six  measures  not  acted  upon  are  social,  regulatory  or  non- 
governmental in  character.  These  are:  No.  5,  boxing  and  wrestling 
contests  (initiative);  No.  13,  mutual  water  corporations;  No.  14,  quasi- 
public  corporations;  No.  16,  stockholders'  liability;  No.  20,  waiving  of 
trial  by  jury;  No.  21,  the  so-called  ''anti-rodeo"  bill  (initiative.) 

No  measure  on  the  ballot  will  specifically  decrease  costs  of  govern- 
ment. If  adopted,  three  bond  issue  proposals  (Nos.  2,  4  and  17)  and  two 
welfare  measures  (Nos.  12  and  19)  will  increase  costs  of  state  govern- 
ment. 

State  revenues  will  be  increased  if  No.  8,  dealing  with  motor-vehicle 
registration  fees,  which  is  on  the  ballot  by  referendum,  is  approved.  The 
taxation  measure  (No.  3)  will  increase,  or  re-apportion  the  source  of, 
state  revenues  in  that  its  purpose  is  to  provide  for  approximately  $22,- 
000,000  of  state  revenues  from  bank  taxation  which  have  been  invalidated 
by  court  decisions,  but  its  proponents  state  that  it  is  not  designed  to 
increase  the  total  revenues  which  would  have  been  collected  under  the 
laws  which  are  no  longer  enforceable. 

The  CaHfornia  Olympiad  bond  issue  (No.  2)  is  for  $1,000,000  and 
is  to  be  redeemed  over  a  period  of  40  years;  the  state  parks  bond  issue 
(No.  4)  is  for  $6,000,000  and  is  to  be  redeemed  over  a  period  of  24 
years;  and  the  grade  separations  bond  issue  (No.  17)  is  for  $10,000,000, 
to  be  redeemed  over  a  period  of  25  years.  The  purpose  of  the  California 
Olympiad  bond  issue  is  temporary  and  the  period  of  redemption  should 
have  been  shortened — as  short  as  possible  without  disturbing  state  budget 
requirements.  Extending  redemption  over  a  40-year  period  is  net  prudent 
financing. 

Two  of  the  measures,  No.  6  relating  to  the  organi?,ation  of  the  state 
school  department  and  No.  11  relating  to  state  courts,  arc  of  major  im- 
portance as  they  provide  for  reorganisiation  of  these  branches  of  gov- 
ernment. Each  is  presented  as  the  result  of  expert  study.  Two  other 
measures,  Nos.  9  and  IS,  make  minor  changes  in  the  constitution,  appar- 
ently to  correct  omissions. 
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Proposition  No.    1 

Heafportionment  of  Legislative  Districts — Approved 

This  is  an  act  of  the  Legislature,  on  the  ballot  by  referendum,  re 
districting  the  legislative  representation  of  the  State  in  accordance  with  a 
constitutional  amendment  approved  by  the  voters  in  1926,  known  as  the 
Federal  plan.  The  question  on  the  ballot  is  whether  apportionment  under 
the  ''Federal  plan"  of  legislative  representation,  now  a  part  of  the  state 
constitution,  shall  be  affirmed  or  voted  down.  The  referendum  is  not  on 
the  constitutional  amendment  establishing  the  Federal  plan,  which  has 
been  adopted,  but  upon  the  act  of  the  Legislature  to  carry  this  constitu' 
tional  provision  into  effect. 

According  to  the  act,  the  40  senatorial  districts  of  the  State  are  ap' 
portioned  on  the  basis  of  not  more  than  one  to  a  county  and  not  more 
than  three  counties  in  one  district  (to  apportion  40  senators  among  58 
counties).  The  80  assembly  districts  are  apportioned  on  a  basis  of  the 
1920  United  States  census. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  1926  constitutional  amendment,  repre- 
sentation in  both  houses  of  the  Legislature  had  been  based  on  population. 
No  reapportionment,  in  accordance  with  the  constitution,  was  made  by 
the  Legislature  on  the  basis  of  the  1920  United  States  census,  for  the 
reason  that  under  such  reapportionment,  the  control  of  the  Legislature, 
now  and  previously  controlled  by  the  rural  areas  of  the  state,  would  pass 
to  the  three  large  urban  counties,  Los  Angeles,  San  Francisco  and  Ala- 
meda.  The  failure  of  the  Legislature  to  act  resulted  in  two  proposed 
constitutional  amendments  on  the  1926  ballot:  One,  which  was  defeated, 
provided  machinery  for  reapportionment  on  the  basis  of  population,  if 
the  Legislature  continued  to  refuse  to  act.  The  other,  which  was  adopted, 
established  the  so-called  "Federal  plan,"  whereby  the  rural  areas  would 
maintain  control  of  the  senate  by  representation  on  a  territorial  basis, 
and  the  urban  areas  would  have  proportional  representation  in  the 
assembly  on  a  population  basis. 

The  same  principle  of  legislative  representation  has  been  adopted  by 
thirty  states.  The  Bureau  approved  the  Federal  plan  amendment  in  1926 
as  the  better  of  the  two  measures  presented  to  the  electors. 

Under  the  old  representation  method,  based  on  population,  the  three 
urban  counties  have  had  19  senators  to  21  from  the  rural  counties,  and 
35  assemblymen  to  45  from  the  rural  counties,  which  is  a  minority  in 
both  houses.  Under  the  new  method  there  will  be  three  urban-county 
and  37  rural-county  senators,  and  43  urban-county  and  37  rural-county 
assemblymen,  which  will  give  the  rural  counties  an  overwhelming  ma- 
jority in  the  senate  and  the  urban  counties  a  working  majority  in  the 
assembly.  The  urban-county  majority  in  the  assembly  will  probably 
increase. 
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The  opposition  to  the  Federal  plan,  other  than  from  professional 
political  objections  in  the  urban  counties  where  senatorial  representation 
is  reduced,  comes  from  large  taxpayers  who  believe  that  the  new  basis 
of  representation  largely  favors  the  rural  areas  and  that  tax  legislation 
may  be  adopted  inimical  to  their  proper  interests.  It  is  pointed  out  that 
the  three  urban  counties,  which  pay  about  75  per  cent  of  state  taxes,  will 
be  out-represented  in  the  senate,  will  have  a  bare  majority  in  the  assem' 
bly,  and  will  have  only  46  representatives  in  both  houses  to  74  from  the 
rural  counties. 

An  investigation  of  legislative  representation  in  the  states  of  New 
York,  Pennsylvania  and  Illinois,  which  have  similar  problems  of  rural 
and  urban  legislative  control  as  has  California,  shows  that  in  none  of 
these  states  do  the  urban  counties  have  a  majority  in  either  house  of  the 
Legislature.  In  Illinois,  the  constitution  provides  for  representation  in 
both  houses  on  a  population  basis,  which,  under  the  1920  United  States 
census,  would  give  Chicago  almost  as  many  legislators  as  the  rest  of  the 
state  combined,  but  no  reapportionment  has  taken  place  since  the  1900 
census.  All  three  of  the  states  have  a  greater  proportional  representation 
in  the  senate  from  urban  areas  than  the  urban  counties  of  California  will 
have  under  the  Federal  plan.  Although  urban  areas  in  the  three  states 
have  minority  legislative  representation,  recogni2,ed  authorities  on  gov 
ernment  in  these  states  assert  that  rural  control  has  had  no  important 
part  in  tax  legislation  which  might  affect  urban  areas  adversely.  The 
report  of  the  New  York  legislative  committee  on  taxation  (1926)  indi' 
cates  that  New  York  state  tax  systems  bear  somewhat  more  heavily  on 
rural  areas.  In  other  states,  such  as  Ohio,  it  is  believed  by  students  of 
government  that  rural  control  has  led  to  a  lack  of  understanding  of  proper 
tax  methods  rather  than  to  inequities  in  methods  adopted. 

The  Federal  plan,  as  applied  to  California,  appears  to  contrast  the 
representation  in  the  two  houses  of  the  Legislature  to  a  greater  degree 
than  the  equity  of  balance  of  power  justifies.  Tax,  or  other  legislation, 
however,  should  not  be  materially  affected  by  such  representation.  The 
plan,  although  susceptible  of  improvement,  has  already  been  approved  by 
the  voters  of  the  State.  The  plan  will  provide  for  proportional  represeu' 
tation  in  the  assembly  for  the  urban  counties  on  a  population  basis,  which 
has  been  denied  under  the  old  method,  and  at  the  same  time  will  not 
deprive  rural  counties  of  a  measure  of  control.  Recommended  that  this  be 
APPROVED. 

Profcskion  No.  2 

California  Olympiad  Bond  Act — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  approves 
the  California  Olympiad  Bond  Act  passed  by  the  1927  Legislature, 
authorizing  the  issuance   and   sale   of   $1,000,000   State  bonds   for  the 
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Olympic  Games  to  be  held  in  Los  Angeles  in  1932.  The  act  provides  for 
the  Governor  to  name  an  Olympiad  Commission  of  five  members  who  are 
to  administer  the  proceeds  of  the  bond  issue.  The  bonds  are  to  be  re- 
deemed over  a  period  of  40  years. 

The  bonds  are  proposed  for  an  object  similar  in  purpose  and  of  as  great 
potential  advertising  value  to  the  State  as  those  issued  by  the  State  for 
the  Panama'Pacific  International  Exposition  at  San  Francisco  in  1915.  The 
amount  will  in  no  way  affect  the  credit  of  the  State.  Redemption  of  the 
bond  issue  over  a  period  of  forty  years  is  manifestly  out  of  proportion, 
considering  the  temporary  nature  of  the  purpose  of  the  bonds.  Although 
to  this  extent  the  proposal  is  unsound,  and  will  add  unnecessarily  to  the 
cost  of  financing,  the  purpose  of  the  issue  outweighs  this  defect.  Recom- 
mended that  it  be  APPROVED. 

Profosition  No.  3 
Taxation — A  pproved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature  in  special 
session,  September  4,  1928,  provides  a  new  method  for  taxing  banks, 
financial  and  other  business  corporations,  and  so-called  ''intangibles."  It 
is  an  emergency  measure  adopted  to  replace  the  1.45  mill  capital  stock 
tax  on  banks  which  has  been  declared  invalid  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  and  the  so-called  "seven  per  cent"  tax  on  solvent  credits, 
declared  unconstitutional  by  the  State  Supreme  Court. 

The  amendment  was  prepared  by  the  State  Tax  Commission,  created 
by  the  1927  Legislature,  which  retained  Professor  Robert  M.  Haig  of 
Columbia  University  as  its  tax  expert. 

The  amendment  provides  that  banks  shall  pay  a  tax  of  4  per  cent 
"according  to  or  measured  by  net  income"  in  Heu  of  all  other  taxes  except 
upon  their  real  property.  All  financial,  mercantile,  manufacturing  and 
business  corporations  shall  likewise  pay  a  tax  of  4  per  cent  of  net  income, 
but  such  may  be  off^set  up  to  90  per  cent  by  personal  property  taxes 
which  are  paid  otherwise,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  tax  be  less  than  $25. 
Notes,  debentures,  shares  of  capital  stock,  bonds,  solvent  credits,  deeds 
of  trust,  mortgages,  etc.,  the  so-called  "intangibles,"  shall  be  taxed  at  the 
rate  of  three-tenths  of  one  per  cent  of  actual  value.  The  amendment 
further  provides  that  the  Legislature  may  change  the  taxation  of  banks  to 
any  method  permitted  by  Congress  respecting  national  banking  associa- 
tions, upon  a  two-thirds  vote  of  each  house.  It  may  also  change  the  tax 
on  other  businesses  to  conform,  and  may  raise  the  tax  on  "intangibles," 
but  not  to  exceed  four-tenths  of  one  per  cent. 

Facing  a  loss  of  $22,000,000  in  State  taxes,  as  a  result  of  the  bank 
tax  decisions  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  the  Legislature  has 
taken  this  step  to  provide  revenues  which  otherwise  the  general  taxpayer 
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would  have  to  make  up.  The  proceeds  from  the  proposed  bank  and 
corporation  tax  go  to  the  State,  which  heretofore  has  had  similar  revenue 
from  these  sources,  and  which,  to  that  extent,  is  dependent  on  main' 
taining  that  revenue.  In  the  aggregate,  and  considering  corporate  enter' 
prise  as  a  whole,  it  is  stated  that  the  proposed  revision  imposes  no 
additional  burdens  on  these  classes  of  taxpayers.  It  provides  another 
method  for  taxing  banks,  and  taxes  other  businesses  in  the  same  manner. 

The  State  is  limited  in  its  method  of  taxing  banks  to  the  provisions 
of  Section  5219  of  the  general  Federal  statutes  permitting  states  to  tax 
national  banks.  Four  optional  methods  are  permitted,  but  a  state  can  use 
only  one,  and,  whichever  one  it  chooses,  it  cannot  tax  banks  by  that 
method  at  any  higher  rate  than  either  ''other  monied  capital"  or  "other 
financial  and  business  corporations."  California  has  hitherto  levied  a  tax 
on  the  capital  stock  of  banks,  but  its  continuance  would  compel  the  State 
to  levy  at  least  an  equal  tax  on  all  other  "competing  money  capital," 
which  the  courts  have  interpreted  as  including  mortgages  and  bonds.  As 
the  California  constitution  expressly  exempts  mortgages  from  taxation, 
this  method  is  no  longer  enforceable. 

The  method  chosen,  that  of  taxing  net  income,  is  the  same  as  that 
adopted  by  New  York  and  Massachusetts.  It  will  produce  only  about 
onc'third  of  the  revenue  which  the  invalid  capital  stock  tax  on  banks 
produced.  The  revenue  will  be  made  up,  however,  by  anticipated  greater 
revenues  by  taxing  other  financial  corporations  and  businesses  at  the 
same  rate.  At  present  these  other  financial  corporations,  such  as  bank 
holding  companies,  bond  houses,  investment  bankers,  commercial  paper 
dealers,  leasehold  companies,  and  building  and  loan  associations  have 
practical  tax  immunity,  except  on  value  of  office  fixtures.  The  tax  on 
mercantile,  manufacturing  and  other  business  corporations  will  replace 
the  "franchise"  tax  which  has  met  with  only  partial  success. 

The  new  method  is  an  experimental  one.  If  adopted  by  the  voters,  it 
will  take  at  least  two  years  to  prove  its  effectiveness  and  to  determine 
what  it  will  actually  yield.  The  method  is  said  to  have  worked  well  in 
New  York  where  there  are  banking  institutions  and  large  reservoirs  of 
capital.  California,  more  than  any  other  western  state,  has  similar  con' 
centration  of  banking  facilities  and  capital.  As  a  method  of  taxing  banks, 
it  probably  will  prove  successful;  as  it  applies  to  other  financial  and 
business  corporations,  serious  inequities  may  arise. 

It  is  already  evident  that  real  estate,  building  and  other  corporations, 
whose  holdings  are  chiefly  real  property,  will  be  taxed,  not  only  for  their 
real  property  by  local  taxing  bodies,  but  on  the  net  income  of  the  same 
property  by  the  State.  If  such  taxation  should  prove  inequitable,  it  is 
possible  for  the  Legislature,  under  the  provisions  of  the  amendment,  to 
modify  the  method  of  taxation  as  it  applies  to  financial  and  business 

[149] 


THE  CITY,  OCTOBER  26,  1928 


corporations  in  so  far  as  the  modification  will  not  invalidate  the  tax  on 
banks. 

The  change  in  method  of  taxing  "intangibles"  by  Hmiting  the  tax  to 
threc'tenths  of  one  perecent  of  actual  value  is  also  an  experimental  meas' 
ure.  The  small  percentage  was  fixed  in  the  hope  that  it  would  result  in 
greater  declarations  of  such  property,  which  would  offset  possible  reduc 
tions  in  rates.  This  is  the  same  effect  that  was  sought  by  adoption  of  the 
"seven  per  cent"  law,  which  has  been  declared  unconstitutional.  The 
"seven  per  cent"  law  provides  that  each  local  tax  rate,  in  its  application  to 
"intangibles,"  should  be  levied  on  an  assessment  of  seven  per  cent  of 
actual  value.  The  proposed  law  provides  for  a  threcmill  tax  limit  on 
actual  value.  San  Francisco  suffered  an  appreciable  drop  in  revenue  from 
"intangibles"  when  the  "seven  per  cent"  law  went  into  effect,  because 
of  the  reduction  of  assessed  valuations  from  approximately  50  per  cent  of 
actual  value  to  seven  per  cent. 

It  was  believed,  however,  that  in  time  this  loss  would  be  recovered 
by  greater  declarations  of  such  property  under  the  low  valuation.  The 
proposed  law,  by  fixing  a  flat  tax-rate  of  three  mills  on  actual  value  of 
"intangibles,"  will  probably  produce  as  large  a  revenue  to  San  Francisco 
as  has  been  produced  by  the  "seven  per  cent"  law  and,  as  declarations 
of  "intangibles"  are  increased,  the  revenue  will  be  exceeded.  It  is  con' 
sidered,  therefore,  that  the  new  law  will  not  affect  San  Francisco  adversely. 

The  amendment,  admittedly  experimental,  promises  a  reasonable  solu- 
tion to  the  tax  difficulties  of  the  State  arising  from  adverse  court  decisions, 
and  vests  readjustment  powers  in  the  Legislature  by  means  of  which 
inequities  can  be  corrected.   It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profosition  No.  4 

Sta^e  Park  Bonds  Act — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  provides 
for  the  issuance  and  sale  of  $6,000,000  state  bonds  for  the  acquisition  of 
lands  for  state  park  purposes.  The  proceeds  of  the  bond  issue  will  be 
spent  by  a  State  Park  Commission  of  five  members,  appointed  by  the 
Governor.  A  condition  incident  to  the  purchase  of  any  state  park  site  is 
that  one-half  of  the  purchase  price  shall  be  first  subscribed  by  private 
donors,  counties  or  cities.  The  movement  for  the  state  purchase  of  park 
areas  was  started  for  the  preservation  of  redwood  groves  and  has  been 
extended  to  contemplate  the  acquisition  of  ocean  beaches,  historical  sites 
and  recreational  areas.  The  State  Park  Commission  has  begun  a  survey 
of  possible  areas  to  be  purchased  by  bond  issue  funds.  The  amount  of 
the  proposed  bond  issue  will  not  injure  the  credit  of  the  state;  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  it  will  be  possible  to  acquire  park  areas  valued  at 
$12,000,000,  twice  the  size  of  the  issue.    The  bonds  would  be  redeemed 
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over  a  period  of  24  years,  which  is  a  conservative  period  considering  the 
permanent  nature  of  the  purchases.  Although  no  definite  plans  for  a 
state  park  system  have  been  adopted,  the  Bureau  favors  the  policy  of 
acquisition  and  development  of  parks  and  recreational  areas  by  the  state. 
Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profosition  No.  5 

Boxing  and  Wrestling  Contests — No  Action 

This  is  an  initiative  measure  to  repeal  an  act  approved  by  the  electors 
in  1924,  permitting  boxing  and  wrestling  contests  for  purses  and  provid' 
ing  for  a  state  commission  to  regulate  such  contests.  Because  of  its  non' 
governmental  character,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Profosition  No.  6 

Education — Approved 

This  is  a  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature, 
which  provides  for  the  reorganization  of  the  State  Board  of  Education 
and  the  appointment  of  a  director  of  education  by  the  board  in  lieu  of 
election  by  the  people  of  a  state  superintendent  of  public  instruction.  It 
also  defines  the  status  of  county  school  superintendents  in  those  counties 
having  charters,  and  makes  it  possible  for  teachers  with  state  credentials 
to  be  employed  without  holding  county  certificates. 

The  amendment  is  in  line  with  a  report  by  a  state  legislative  commit- 
tee in  1921  recommending  the  abolition  of  the  present  doublcheaded 
control  of  state  education  whereby  the  State  Board  of  Education,  ap' 
pointed  by  the  Governor,  and  the  state  superintendent  of  public  instruc 
tion,  elected  by  the  people,  each  have  coordinate  powers.  The  amendment 
does  not  do  away  with  the  provisions  for  the  election  of  the  state  super- 
intendent,  but  provides  that  the  Legislature  may  declare  the  ofiice  vacant 
by  the  passage  of  legislation  providing  for  a  director  of  education  ap- 
pointed by  the  State  Board  of  Education  to  take  over  all  duties  of  the 
office.  The  Legislature  can  offset  the  power  of  the  Board  of  Education,  in 
case  of  unwise  or  unpopular  selection  of  a  director  of  education,  by 
being  able  at  any  time  to  vote  to  abolish  the  office  and  restore  the  elective 
superintendency  without  recourse  to  constitutional  amendment. 

The  proposed  plan  will  do  away  with  the  double-headed  control  of 
state  education  by  making  the  director  of  education  subordinate  to  the 
Board  of  Education.  This  conforms  to  the  principles  of  modern  govern- 
mental procedure,  under  which  technical  and  administrative  officers  are 
appointive  by  and  subordinate  to  the  policy-making  bodies.  This  is  the 
same  procedure  now  governing  city  boards  of  education  and  makes  it 
possible   for  qualified   educators  to  be   employed   for  an   indeterminate 
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period  without  necessity  of  political  ability  or  activity  for  election  to 
the  office. 

The  members  of  the  State  Board  are  increased  from  seven  to  ten, 
their  terms  are  extended  from  four  years  to  ten  years  with  two  going  out 
of  office  on  the  first  of  March  of  each  odd-numbered  year.  The  Gov- 
ernor's appointments  to  such  board  are  subject  to  confirmation  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  of  the  Senate. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  appointive  method  is  best  for  obtain- 
ing the  best  technical  qualifications  for  the  office  of  director  of  education. 
Other  provisions  included  in  the  amendment,  which  will  permit  county 
school  superintendents  to  be  appointed  in  counties  with  charters,  are  in 
conformity  with  this  procedure.  The  amendment  appears  to  propose  no 
loss  of  popular  control  of  educational  policies  and  offers  a  decided 
improvement  over  present  conditions.  Recommended  that  this  be  AP- 
PROVED. 

Profositlon  No.  7 
Waler  Rights — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  adopts 
as  a  policy  that  the  right  to  water,  or  to  the  use  or  flow  of  water,  in  any 
natural  stream  of  the  state  shall  be  limited  to  beneficial  use. 

When  the  constitution  was  adopted  in  1850,  the  old  English  common 
law  of  riparian  rights  was  established,  granting  to  every  property  owner 
a  vested  right  to  the  natural  flow  of  water  in  any  stream  that  adjoined 
or  passed  through  his  property.  The  extent  to  which  the  flow  of  any 
stream  may  be  diverted  by  a  property  owner  without  injury  to  the 
riparian  right  of  any  other  property  has  been  the  subject  of  much  litiga- 
tion, legislation  and  controversy. 

It  is  admitted,  by  those  who  have  studied  California's  water  problem, 
that  the  old  English  riparian  rights  doctrine  is  ill-suited  to  California, 
which  has  need  of  extensive  use  of  its  water  resources  for  irrigation, 
power  and  other  benefits.  This  amendment  seeks  to  modify  the  original 
principle  of  riparian  rights  by  adopting  a  poHcy  that  they  shall  extend  to 
beneficial  use  only. 

There  is  considerable  public  opinion  that  the  proposed  policy  will  take 
away  a  vested  right  of  a  property  owner,  which  under  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States  cannot  be  done  without  due  compensation,  and  that 
therefore  the  amendment  will  prove  to  be  invalid.  The  Bureau  does  not 
know  what  interpretation  will  be  placed  on  the  law  by  the  courts,  if 
adopted,  and  cannot  express  an  opinion  on  the  legality  of  the  proposed 
amendment. 

If  adopted  and  upheld,  it  will  apparently  be  of  general  benefit  to 
the  state.    It  will  be  also  of  benefit  to  San  Francisco,  in  that  the  city,  in 
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the  development  of  Hetch  Hetchy  as  a  source  of  water  supply  for  the 
city,  will  divert  water  from  the  headwaters  of  the  Tuolumne  River  to 
San  Francisco.  The  city  is  now  a  party  defendent  in  suit  brought  by 
the  owners  of  delta  land  on  the  San  Joaquin  River  to  establish  their 
riparian  rights  to  the  entire  flow  of  the  water  of  the  river,  of  which  the 
Tuolumne  River  is  a  tributary,  with  full  hydrostatic  head  in  order  to 
hold  back  the  salt  water  tides.  According  to  the  City  Attorney  and  the 
former  special  attorney  for  the  city  on  Hetch  Hetchy  proceedings,  the 
city's  position  would  be  strengthened  by  the  passage  of  the  amendment. 
Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  8 

Motor  Vehicle  Registration  Fees — Approved 

This  is  a  referendum  on  an  act  of  the  1927  Legislature  which  increases 
the  fees  on  automobiles  and  trucks  for  passenger  transportation  or  for 
hire,  including  trailers,  graduated  on  a  weight  basis.  It  is  estimated  that 
the  new  rates  will  add  $750,000  annually  to  State  revenues  for  highway 
improvement. 

In  1927,  the  Legislature  passed  an  act  providing  for  a  one-cent  in- 
crease in  the  gasoline  tax,  and  a  companion  act  which  increased  the  fees 
to  be  paid  by  trucks  based  on  a  graduated  weight  scale,  on  the  theory 
that  heavier  vehicles  create  greater  wear  and  tear  on  highways  and  there- 
fore should  pay  a  larger  fee.  Motor  vehicle  transportation  companies 
opposing  the  act  increasing  truck  fees  contend  it  will  increase  the  cost  of 
transportation.  Inasmuch  as  the  Legislature  has  adopted  a  policy  of  taxing 
users  of  highways  for  the  extension  and  upkeep  of  the  highways  by  vot- 
ing the  gasoline  tax  increase,  it  seems  only  logical  and  equitable  that 
vehicles  using  the  highways  for  transportation  purposes  should  likewise 
pay  an  increased  fee  on  a  proportionate  weight  basis.  Recommended  that 
this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  9 

Acquisition  of  Rights  of  Way  By  State — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  permits 
the  State  to  obtain  possession  of  private  property  for  pubHc  use  before 
full  compensation  has  been  paid,  in  the  same  manner  as  municipal  cor- 
porations and  counties.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  State  should  not 
have  the  same  right  as  its  political  subdivisions  in  this  matter.  The  failure 
to  include  the  State,  which  is  said  to  have  retarded  various  highway 
projects,  was  probably  an  oversight  in  the  drafting  of  the  original  con- 
stitution enactment.   Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Proposition  No.  1 0 

Acquisition  of  Land  for  Public  Improvetnefits — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  provides 
that  the  state,  counties  and  cities  may  acquire  lands  for  memorial  grounds, 
streets,  squares,  parkways  and  reservations  extending  wholly  or  in  part 
within  150  feet  of  the  closest  boundary  of  the  improvement,  and  after 
the  completion  of  such  improvement,  may  convey  such  land  not  needed, 
with  reservations  for  its  future  use. 

The  amendment  would  establish  in  California  the  principle  of  ex' 
tended  eminent  domain,  sometimes  called  "excess  condemnation."  At 
present,  the  state,  counties  and  cities  may  condemn  for  public  improve- 
ments only  such  property  "actually  used  in  the  physical  improvement." 
The  principle  of  extended  eminent  domain  is  not  a  new  theory.  It  has 
been  extensively  used  for  notable  street  improvements  in  Paris  and  Lon- 
don. It  is  now  provided  for  in  the  state  constitutions  of  New  York, 
Ohio,  Massachusetts,  New  Jersey,  Rhode  Island  and  Wisconsin. 

As  the  right  of  eminent  domain  is  now  exercised,  the  acquisition  of 
land  for  a  street  improvement  often  creates  fragmentary  and  odd-sized 
parcels  of  property  adjoining  the  improvement  which  cannot  be  put  to 
practical  use.  This  situation  has  led  to  many  misuses  and  abuses.  Un- 
sightly and  unregulated  improvements  have  been  built,  structures  have 
been  built  for  spite  or  to  compel  adjoining  property  owners  to  buy  odd 
pieces  of  land  at  exhorbitant  prices,  and  the  severance  damages  paid  for 
land  not  actually  used  for  the  improvement  have  sometimes  been  almost 
the  full  value  of  the  land. 

The  policy  of  extended  eminent  domain  would  enable  a  city,  or  a 
county,  or  the  state  to  purchase  a  larger  strip  of  land  than  necessary  for 
an  improvement  and  to  replat  the  land  not  used  so  as  to  eliminate  un- 
usable strips  and  at  the  same  time  provide  for  regulation  of  the  use  of 
such  property  to  be  of  benefit  to  the  improvement.  The  resale  of  such 
land,  the  value  of  which  would  probably  be  enhanced  by  the  creation 
of  the  improvement  and  replatting,  would  compensate  in  part  for  the 
cost  of  the  improvement.  According  to  results  obtained  in  states  where 
extended  eminent  domain  is  practised,  the  purchase  of  adjoining  land  has 
not  only  reduced  costs  of  improvements,  but  has  eliminated  the  cause  of 
many  objections  to  assessments  on  property  for  part  or  all  of  the  cost, 
because  of  alleged  inequities  arising  from  the  assessments  to  be  made  on 
fragmentary  pieces  of  property  immediately  adjoining  an  improvement. 

The  law  is  desirable  for  the  proper  extension  of  public  improvements, 
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and  should  be  of  benefit  to  San  Francisco,  when  it  shall  face  an  extensive 
program  of  street  widening  and  major  street  extensions  incident  to  its 
traffic  growth.   Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profosttion  No.  1 1 

Courts — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  revises 
sections  of  the  constitution  relating  to  courts.  The  amendment  was  pre- 
pared and  submitted  to  the  "Legislature  by  the  state  judicial  council.  Its 
primary  object  is  to  increase  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  courts,  in 
order  that  relief  may  be  obtained  from  the  existing  court  congestion. 

The  proposed  changes  present  a  new  series  of  limitations  on  the 
jurisdictions  of  municipal  and  justices'  courts,  superior  courts,  and  district 
courts  of  appeal.  The  Legislature  is  empowered  to  fix  the  jurisdiction  of 
municipal  courts  and  justices'  courts  in  cities.  Superior  courts  are  granted 
original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  except  those  in  which  jurisdiction  may 
be  given  to  municipal  or  inferior  courts,  thus  eliminating  the  arbitrary 
$300  minimum  jurisdiction  of  superior  courts  now  prevailing.  The  Leg- 
islature, by  increasing  the  jurisdiction  of  a  municipal  or  justices'  court, 
can  thus  relieve  a  superior  court  of  a  part  of  its  original  jurisdiction. 
Superior  courts  are  also  given  exclusive  appellate  jurisdiction  of  cases 
arising  in  municipal  courts  and  justices'  courts. 

District  courts  of  appeal  are  limited  in  jurisdiction  only  in  cases  aris' 
ing  in  a  superior  court,  which  will  eliminate  the  possibility  of  cases 
involving  more  than  $300,  arising  in  a  municipal  court,  from  being  ap- 
pealed to  the  superior  court  and  again  to  the  district  court  of  appeal.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  courts  is  increased  by  removal  of  the  limita- 
tion of  cases  at  law  involving  money  demands  of  not  more  than  $2000. 
By  such  removal,  many  cases  now  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  supreme  court  may  be  heard  on  appeal  by  district  courts.  To  provide 
for  the  probable  increase  in  business  of  the  appellate  courts,  the  Legisla- 
ture is  empowered  to  create  additional  courts  as  the  need  arises,  without 
recourse  to  constitutional  amendment. 

The  series  of  changes  provides  a  more  flexible  court  procedure  in 
consonance  with  the  constitutional  amendment,  adopted  in  1926,  creating 
a  state  judicial  council.  The  effect  sought  is  an  improvement  in  court 
organi2;ation,  which,  having  had  the  benefit  of  preparation  by  the  judicial 
council,  should  prove  to  be  advantageous  to  the  state  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice. 

While  liberalizing  the  jurisdictional  procedure  of  the  courts,  the 
amendment  has  left  untouched  those  provisions  regarding  the  establish- 
ment of  municipal  courts  which  authorize  the  Legislature  to  specify  the 
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number  and  qualifications  of  the  judges,  clerks  and  other  attaches,  and 
to  fix  the  terms  and  compensation  of  municipal  court  judges.  Such  power, 
as  exercised  by  the  Legislature,  has  had  the  effect  of  neutrall2;ing,  or  at 
least  postponing,  the  benefit  of  a  municipal  court  for  San  Francisco  by 
compelling  the  city,  should  it  vote  to  establish  a  municipal  court,  to 
provide  for  a  fixed  number  of  judges,  clerks  and  attaches,  as  now  fixed 
by  the  Legislature,  and  over  which  the  city  would  have  no  control. 

The  amendment  is  apparently  comprehensive  in  the  provisions 
whereby  it  seeks  to  improve  judicial  procedure.  It  should  make  possible 
the  relief  of  congestion  now  affecting  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state. 
Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  12 

State  Aid  to  Needy  Physically  Handicapped  Persons — 

Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  author' 
i2;es  the  Legislature  to  grant  aid  to  needy  physically  handicapped  persons 
not  in  state  institutions  nor  in  institutions  under  state  supervision.  It  also 
provides  that  political  subdivisons  of  the  state,  which  grant  similar  aid, 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  same  pro  rata  appropriations  from  the 
state  as  may  be  granted  to  institutions  under  church,  or  other  control. 

The  amendment  is  sponsored  by  service  clubs  and  women's  organi' 
zations  of  the  state.  It  enlarges  the  field  of  state  aid  now  given  to  vet' 
erans,  widows  of  veterans,  and  orphans  and  minors  in  state  or  other 
institutions,  to  include  physically  handicapped  persons  outside  of  institu' 
tions.  The  people  of  California  are  committed  to  a  program  of  state  aid 
for  welfare  purposes.  The  provisions  of  this  amendment  will  increase 
this  scope  to  apply  to  those  unfortunates  who  are  not  now  cared  for  by 
the  state  or  by  organizations  which  receive  state  support. 

The  amendment  is  couched  in  the  broadest  possible  terms,  does  not 
restrict  aid  to  citizens,  and  obviously  includes  in  its  terms  the  power  to 
aid  needy  blind  persons. 

No.  19  on  the  same  ballot,  amends  the  same  section  of  the  constitu' 
tion  to  apply  to  needy  blind,  and  thus  creates  duplication  and  possible 
confusion.  The  amendment  will  be  of  benefit  to  San  Francisco,  which 
makes  annual  appropriations  for  the  relief  of  the  blind,  in  that  it  will  be 
entitled  to  the  same  pro  rata  state  aid  for  the  blind  as  is  now  receives 
for  the  care  of  orphans.    Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Profosition  No.  13 

Authorizing  State  and  Political  Subdivisions  to  Hold 
Stock  In  Mutual  Water  Corporations — No  Action 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  provides 
that  the  state,  or  any  political  subdivision  or  public  corporation,  may 
hold  capital  stock  in  any  mutual  water  corporation  when  the  stock  is 
acquired  for  supplying  water  for  public  purposes  or  use  of  its  inhabitants, 
and  with  the  same  obligations  and  rights  as  other  stockholders.  This 
right  is  now  given  by  the  constitution  to  irrigation  districts.  The  purpose 
of  the  measure  is  to  give  cities,  or  other  political  subdivisions,  the  oppor' 
tunity  to  acquire  additional  water  rights  and  sources  by  another  method 
than  outright  purchase  through  eminent  domain  proceedings.  It  will  not 
in  any  way  apply  to  the  water  supply  of  San  Francisco  and,  therefore, 
the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Profosition  No.  14 

Authorizing  Quasi-Public  Corporations  to  Exte?id  Term 
Of  Existence — No  Action 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  provides 
that  a  public  utilities  corporation  may  apply  for  an  extension  of  the  term 
of  existence  of  its  charter,  provided  approval  is  first  obtained  from  the 
State  Railroad  Commission  or  the  body  having  jurisdiction  over  issuance 
of  its  securities.  The  amendment  would  give  to  public  utilities  corpora- 
tions the  same  right  of  extension  of  charters  as  now  are  granted  all  other 
corporations.  Because  it  is  non-governmental  in  character,  the  Bureau 
has  taken  NO  ACTION. 


Profosition  No.  1  5 

Jurors'^  Pees — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  removes 
the  limitation  of  $3  a  day  and  mileage  on  the  fees  which  may  be  paid 
grand  and  trial  jurors,  and  permits  such  fees  to  be  fixed  by  the  Legisla- 
ture. Under  existing  provisions,  the  Legislature  fixes  the  fees  of  many 
county  ofiicers;  jurors'  fees  are  the  only  ones  fixed  by  constitution.  The 
fees  that  may  now  be  paid  have  long  been  held  to  be  inadequate  and  a 
deterrent  to  obtaining  on  juries  the  services  of  persons  gainfully  em- 
ployed. If  left  to  the  Legislature,  the  fees  will  no  doubt  be  increased. 
Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Proposition  No.  16 

Stockholders^  Liability — No  Action 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  modifies 
the  liability  of  officers  and  stockholders  of  a  corporation  which  adopts 
the  word  ''limited"  to  its  corporate  name,  as  such  liabilities  shall  be  dc 
termined  by  the  Legislature.  The  amendment,  it  is  stated,  will  make 
incorporations  under  California  laws  more  attractive,  and  may  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  State  Securities  Act  now  circumvented  by  incorpora- 
tion in  other  states.  Because  it  is  non-governmental,  the  Bureau  has 
taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  1  7 

State  Railroad  Grade  Separation  Bonds — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  provides 
for  the  issuance  and  sale  of  $10,000,000  State  bonds  for  railway  grade  sep- 
arations, which  are  defined  as  crossings  between  a  State  highway  and  the 
tracks  of  any  railway.  The  funds  are  to  be  spent  to  acquire  rights-of-way 
and  to  construct  grade  separations,  the  cost  to  be  divided  between  the 
State  and  the  railroads  as  determined  by  the  State  Railroad  Commission. 
The  bonds  are  to  be  redeemed  over  a  period  of  25  years. 

The  bonds  are  advocated  to  obtain  quicker  action  in  the  elimination 
of  grade  crossings  than  could  be  possible  by  annual  appropriations  from 
regular  highway  funds.  It  is  contended  that  grade  crossings  are  being 
established  at  a  greater  rate  than  they  are  now  being  eliminated.  The 
Railroad  Commission  reported  for  1927  that  in  California  194  persons 
were  killed  and  763  were  injured  in  1740  grade  crossing  accidents,  an 
increase  of  40  per  cent  over  1926. 

The  amendment  is  opposed  by  many  who  hold  that  additional  gaso- 
line tax  revenues  will  be  sufficient  to  carry  on  grade  separation  work  as 
fast  as  railroads  will  be  able  to  cooperate  financially;  and  that  the  bond 
xSsue  will  be  able  to  eliminate  only  a  part  of  the  400  grade  crossings  on 
state  highways,  probably  half  of  which  are  relatively  unimportant,  but 
will  not  eliminate  county  or  city  highway  grade  crossings,  of  which  there 
are  three  times  as  many  as  on  state  highways  and  a  greater  number  of 
which  are  more  heavily  traveled. 

It  is  estimated  that,  with  present  revenues,  it  would  take  thirty  years 
to  eliminate  the  present  number  of  grade  crossings  on  state  highways, 
and  that  the  bond  issue  will  make  possible,  within  a  few  years,  the  elim- 
ination of  more  than  half  of  the  present  number,  or  practically  all  of  the 
state  highway  grade  crossings  over  main  line  railways.  The  bond  issue 
will  also  release  $10,000,000  of  state  highway  reconstruction  funds,  which 
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otherwise  would  be  allocated  to  grade  separation  projects,  for  carrying  on 
other  highway  improvements  believed  to  be  equally  important.  Because 
the  proceeds  of  the  bond  issue  can  be  beneficially  used,  and  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  human  safety  to  eliminate  dangerous  grade  crossings  as  soon 
as  possible,  it  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profoskion  No.  18 

Absent  Voters — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  alters  and 
extends  existing  "absent  voters'  "  privileges,  to  include  persons  in  the  civil 
and  congressional  services  of  the  State  or  the  United  States  on  the  same 
basis  as  those  in  military  and  naval  service.  The  amendment  is  in  line 
with  progressive  legislation  widening  the  scope  of  absent  voting.  Recom' 
mended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profoskion  No.  19 

State  Aid  to  Needy  Blind  Persons — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  provides 
that  the  State  may  grant  aid  to  needy  blind  persons  not  inmates  of  insti- 
tutions supported  wholly  or  in  part  by  the  State  or  any  of  its  political 
subdivisions  and  provides  for  political  subdivisions  granting  such  aid  to 
receive  pro  rata  State  aid.  This  amendment  represents  an  unnecessary 
duplication,  in  that  its  purposes  are  fully  provided  for  in  Proposition  No. 
12  on  the  ballot.  It  is  unfortunate  that  consideration  of  the  voters  should 
be  divided  by  both  amendments.  However,  as  it  is  not  known  whether 
proposition  No.  12  will  be  adopted,  the  beneficial  purposes  of  this 
amendment  should  be  independently  considered  on  its  merits.  Recom- 
mended that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profoskion  No.  20 

Waivi^ig  Jury  Trial  In  Criminal  Cases — No  Actio?i 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  omits 
the  phrase  "not  amounting  to  felony"  from  the  provision  that  trial  by 
jury  may  be  waived  in  criminal  cases,  and  adds  a  phrase  requiring  that 
such  waivure  shall  be  made  in  open  court  by  consent  of  the  defendant 
and  his  counsel.  Because  it  concerns  legal  rights  and  is  non-governmental 
in  character,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 
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Profositton  No.  21 

Prohibiting  Certain  Acts  with  Animals  and  Use  of  Certain 
Instruments  to  Control  Them — No  Action 

This  is  an  initiative  measure  to  incorporate  a  new  act  as  a  general  law 
of  the  State  prohibiting  certain  features  of  rodeos,  round-ups  and  wild 
west  exhibitions.  It  is  more  familiarly  known  as  the  "anti-rodeo  bill" 
and  is  the  subject  of  wide-spread  controversy.  Because  it  is  regulatory 
and  non-governmental  in  character,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 
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Charter  Amendment  ?s[o.  24 
Resettlement  of  Street  Railway  Franchises 

Approved 

The  Bureau  of  Govcrnm<cntal  Research,  since  its  inceftion  in 
1916,  has  deemed  it  to  be  rip  fart  of  its  purpose  to  favor  or  oppose 
municipal  ownership  or  private  ownership  of  local  public  utilities, 
but  rather  to  analyze  and  consider  each  utility  proposition  that  com.es 
within  the  city's  governmental  field  solely  on  its  own  merits  and 
from,  the  viewpoints  of  service,  cost  and  rates,  regardless  of  owner' 
ship.  It  views  this  proposed  amendment  in  the  light  of  this  fixed 
Bureau  policy. 

The  Bureau  had  no  part  in,  and  was  not  consulted  as  to  the 
draft  of  the  proposed  amendment.  It  has  considered  the  amend- 
ment on  the  basis  of  its  provisions  and  its  possible  effects.  In  its 
analysis  of  tlie  a?nendment,  the  Bureau  has  viewed  these  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  car-riding  public,  and  the  transportation  needs  of 
the  city,  and  7iot  from,  the  standpoint  of  municipal  ownership  or 
private  otvnership,  nor  from  the  standpoint  of  advantages  for  or 
against  the  MuJiicipal  Railway  or  the  Market  Street  Railway 
Company  as  competitors. 

This  amendment  establishes  a  procedure  under  which  either  of  the 
two  privately-owned  street  railway  companies  may  surrender  all  of  its 
present  franchises — which,  individually,  cover  lines  and  parts  of  lines, 
and,  for  the  Market  Street  Railway,  expire  at  various  times  from  1929 
to  1947 — and  in  return  therefor  receive  a  revocable  permit  covering  all 
lines  of  its  system.  Such  permit  is  revocable  only  on  purchase  by  the  city 
of  the  whole  street  railway  system  covered  by  such  permit.  The  amend' 
ment  also  provides,  on  the  initiative  of  the  company  and  the  approval  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  for  extensions  to  and  abandonment  of  existing 
lines. 

The  amendment  is  submitted  to  the  voters  by  initiative  petition  for 
the  stated  reason  that  the  city  has  developed  no  plans  to  meet  the  situa- 
tion  that  will  be  created  by  the  expirations  of  various  Market  Street 
Railway  Company  franchises  in  November,  1929,  such  expirations  involv 
ing  the  Mission-  St.  line  and  parts  of  a  number  of  other  lines  of  the 
Market  Street  Railway  system.  Many  other  franchises,  considered  by  the 
city  as  expiring  in  1929,  are  held  by  the  Company  to  expire  in  1932  or 
later. 

Issues  Involved — Amendment  Approved 

The  proposed  legislation  has  provoked  considerable  controversy, 
which  rages  principally  around  the  questions  of  how  the  amendment 
may  affect  the  municipal  acquisition  and  operation  of  the  privately  owned 
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systems,  also  the  effect  of  the  amendment  on  the  maintenance  of  the  five- 
cent  fare.  The  real  problem  involved  is  the  transportation  problem  of 
the  city.  The  five-cent  fare  and  the  question  of  municipal  ownership  or 
private  ownership  are  not  brought  into  issue  by  the  proposed  amendment, 
nor  by  a  dispassionate  estimate  of  its  probable  or  possible  effects. 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  rights  of  franchise  holders  constitute 
a  vested  right  beyond  the  terms  of  their  franchises.  The  Bureau  analyses 
indicate  that  municipal  acquisition  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  system 
will  require  an  increased  fare,  or  a  tax  subsidy  in  lieu  of  such  increased 
fare.  The  Bureau  believes  that  valuation  proceedings,  and  legal  differences 
as  to  expiration  dates  of  various  franchises  will  require  years  to  solve  and, 
therefore,  that  municipal  acquisition  is  certain  to  be  long  delayed.  It  real' 
izes,  also,  that  existing  conditions  have  created  a  major  problem  as  to 
public  transportation,  one  that  for  years  has  stifled  San  Francisco's  devel' 
opment  by  preventing  necessary  extension  of  transportation  facilities. 

It  believes,  also,  that  privately  owned  lines  on  which  franchises  expire 
will  be  continued  in  operation  by  each  company,  on  sufferance  of  the  city. 
While  this  may  facilitate  a  municipal  policy  of  attempting  to  acquire  the 
private  lines  on  a  piecemeal  basis  as  individual  franchises  expire,  the 
years  of  delay  which  will  inevitably  result,  during  which  time  the  trans' 
portation  needs  of  the  city  will  be  in  turmoil  and  vitally  needed  exten- 
sions  held  up,  cannot  but  militate  against  the  best  interests  of  the  city 
as  a  whole. 

The  Bureau's  analysis  of  the  various  factors  involved  is  outlined  in 
the  following  pages.    On  the  basis  of  such  analysis,  the  Bureau  recom- 
mends that  the  amendment  be  APPROVED. 
Scope  of  the  Amendment 

The  amendment  provides  that,  within  six  months  after  taking  effect, 
either  of  the  present  companies  operating  street  railway  systems  may  sur- 
render its  franchises  and  receive  a  permit  for  an  indeterminate  period  to 
operate  under  the  same  conditions  and  requirements  (including  the  five- 
cent  fare)  as  are  fixed  in  the  surrendered  franchises.  Three  franchises 
now  held  by  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company — known  as  Parkside, 
Gough  Street  and  Parnassus  Avenue,  expiring  in  1932,  1933,  1935  and 
1936,  respectively,  and  covering  about  five  per  cent  of  the  Company's 
system — are  excluded,  these  having  been  granted  for  twenty-five  years 
under  existing  charter  provisions,  under  which  the  fixed  property  in  pub- 
lic streets  reverts  to  the  city  on  expiration. 

The  procedure  laid  down  in  the  amendment  provides  that  each  com- 
pany may  surrender  its  several  existing  franchises  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  receive  in  return  a  certified  copy  of  the  written 
offer  of  surrender  filed  with  him,  which  shall  specify  the  date  of  such 
filing;  and  without  further  act  on  the  part  of  the  company  or  the  city, 
shall  thereby  have  a  revocable  permit  to  operate  its  cars  or  busses  and 
conduct  its  operations  over  streets  theretofore  used  by  it. 
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The  city  shall  have  the  right  to  acquire  operative  railway  property  of 
each  street  railway  system  as  a  whole,  but  not  otherwise,  by  the  payment 
of  fair  value  of  the  system.  The  compensation  for  the  property  shall  be  fixed 
by  agreement  between  the  owners  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  or — in 
case  of  failure  to  so  agree — in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  which  in' 
eludes  condemnation  by  the  city  and  valuation  by  the  Railroad  Com' 
mission.  The  expense  of  determining  the  compensation  to  be  paid  shall 
be  borne  by  the  city. 

After  the  compensation  has  been  fixed,  the  city  shall  notify  the 
company  holding  the  revocable  permit  of  its  intention  to  take  over 
the  property  on  a  stated  date  not  less  than  three  months  nor  more  than 
twelve  months  after  the  compensation  has  been  fixed.  Compensation  shall 
be  paid  or  tendered  on  the  date  specified  and  thereupon  title  to  the 
property  involved  shall  be  transferred  to  the  city.  However,  if  payment 
is  not  made  on  the  specified  date,  the  city  shall  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
its  right  to  purchase  under  the  current  proceedings,  but  not  its  right  to 
purchase  under  subsequent  similar  proceedings. 

The  Supervisors  are  given  the  power  to  grant  supplemental  permits 
for  extensions  to  any  existing  line,  subject  to  the  same  terms  contained  in 
the  original  franchise  for  such  line. 

It  is  also  provided  that  no  line  operated  under  a  revocable  permit  may 
be  abandoned  unless  after  written  petition  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
which  body  may  authorize  abandonment  by  ordinance,  after  first  ascer' 
taining  that  the  public  interest  shall  not  suffer  by  such  abandonment. 

Major  Effects  of  the  Amendment 

The  amendment  does  not  add  to  the  cost  of,  nor  interfere  with  acqui' 
sition  by  the  city  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company's  properties, 
as  a  whole.  On  the  other  hand,  it  makes  such  acquisition  possible  at  a 
lower  price,  if  acquisition  is  undertaken  within  the  next  eight  or  ten 
years,  than  under  existing  conditions.  Under  existing  franchise  conditions, 
the  city  would  have  to  recompense  the  company  for  probable  future 
earnings  under,  and   for  the  period   of,   each  unexpired   franchise. 

The  amendment  requires  acquisition  by  the  city  of  the  properties  as 
a  whole — if,  as  and  when  the  city  may  so  determine  and  vote  bonds 
therefor — and  bans  the  possibility  of  a  policy  of  "piece-meaF'  acquisition 
of  lines  or  parts  of  line,  as  or  after  franchises  may  expire.  This  will  take 
the  street  railway  problem  out  of  the  political  arena  until  such  time  as  the 
city  is  ready  to  buy  the  whole  system. 

A  policy  of  "piecemear'  acquisition  might  be  advantageous  as  a 
means  of  expanding  the  Municipal  Railway  system,  but  could  hardly  fail 
to  be  detrimental  and  disturbing  to  the  transportation  needs  of  the  car- 
riding  public  for  a  period  of  years.  Under  such  a  policy,  the  city 
would    be   particularly    interested    in    acquiring    speciallyselected,    prof' 
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itable  lines  and  such  lines  as,  by  their  location,  could  be  profitably 
woven  into  the  Municipal  Railway  system.  Lines  into  unprofitable  areas 
would  probably  receive  little  attention.  Successive  bond  issue  proposals, 
attempts  to  coerce  the  company,  resulting  friction,  possibly  orders  to  the 
company  to  cease  operation  over  such  Hnes,  the  effect  of  such  conditions 
on  the  company's  service  on  and  maintenance  of  other  lines,  and  other 
possible  and  probable  developments  under  a  pohcy  of  attempted  "piece 
meal"  acquisition  might  be  of  some  tactical  advantage  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Municipal  Railway  as  one  of  the  city's  enterprises,  but  could  only  be 
detrimental,  over  a  long  period,  to  the  transportation  needs  of  the  public 
and  the  city,  as  a  whole. 

The  amendment  permits  of  the  abandonment  of  non'paying  lines  and 
the  extension  of  existing  lines,  in  each  case  on  the  initiative  of  the  com' 
pany  and  the  approval  of  the  Supervisors.  The  necessary  extension  of 
lines  is  of  primary  importance  to  the  development  of  San  Francisco. 
Past  inabihty  to  make  such  extensions  has,  for  years,  hurt  the  city  Exist- 
ing charter  provisions  have  effectively  prevented  private  extensions,  and 
the  securing  of  capital  therefor,  to  the  detriment  of  the  city's  proper 
growth  and  transportation  requirements.  During  the  last  ten  years,  this 
condition  has  forced  the  consideration  of  many  proposed  extensions  as 
extensions  to  the  Municipal  system,  despite  the  closer  location  of  existing 
private-system  lines  to  such  areas.  The  proposed  amendment  will  remove 
the  restrictive  charter  franchise  provisions  and  permit  of  the  financing  of 
such  company  extensions. 

The  amendment  will  furnish  a  better  operating  basis  for  the  privately- 
owned  companies,  which  now  operate  about  80  per  cent  of  the  street 
railway  mileage  in  the  city,  pending  the  development,  financing  and 
cumulation  of  policies  of  municipal  acquisition. 

As  a  result  of  the  amendment,  the  privately-owned  companies  will 
undoubtedly  be  placed  in  a  better  position  to  carry  on  their  operations 
with  some  degree  of  certainty  as  to  the  future,  pending  municipal  acqui- 
sition. They  may  receive  other  benefits.  The  city,  on  its  part,  will  reap 
the  benefit,  through  the  assurance  of  financial  stability  to  the  companies, 
of  continued  healthy  operation  with  the  practical  certainty  of  securing 
much  needed  feeder  lines  and  vitally  important  extensions. 

Previous  Approval  of  Resettlement  Franchise  Principle 

The  Bureau,  in  its  various  analyses  of  the  street  railway  problem,  has 
on  several  occasions  urged  the  consideration  of  resettlement  franchises  as 
a  basis  for  meeting  the  city's  transportation  requirements.  In  "The  City" 
of  April,  1924,  it  was  stated: 

"The  Bureau  has  advanced  the  thought  on  many  occasions  that  when 
the  furchase  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  system  is  brought  before  the 
feofle  there  should  be  fresentedy  concurrently ,  a  charter  amendment  to 
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authorize  the  Supervisors  to  grant  resettlement  franchises,  under  universal- 
transfer  conditions,  to  the  Market  Street  Railway.  Thus,  if  the  fe>ofle 
vote  against  -purchase  of  the  system,  they  can  have  the  opportunity  of  vot- 
ing to  remove  the  hampering  charter  franchise  provisions  which  have, 
and  willy  prevent  the  private  company  ftpm  building  extensions  and  se- 
curing capital  to  expand  and  extend  in  keeping  with  San  Francisco's 
growth. 

"If  it  is  true  that  purchase  by  the  City  of  the  privately-owned  system, 
with  an  automatic  wage  increase,  will  require  an  increase  in  fare,  this 
will  seriously  affect  the  desirability  and  the  possibility  of  purchase.  There 
were  in  1923,  260,860,241  riders  on  the  Market  Street  Railway  system, 
and  73,663,760  riders  on  the  Municipal  system.  A  raise  in  fare  to  6c, 
allowing  for  temporary  falling  off  in  riders  that  such  an  increase  would 
probably  bring,  would  add  over  $2,600,000  to  the  city's  street  railway 
transportation  bill.  If  the  same  end  can  be  served  with  resettlement  fran- 
chises and  universal-transfer  privileges,  municipalization  of  the  privately- 
owned  system  under  these  conditions  m.ight  be  considered  as  much  too 
costly.'' 

In  'The  City"  of  October,  1925,  in  opposing  a  $36,000,000  pro- 
posal for  the  purchase  of  the  Company 's  properties,  it  was  aho  stated: 

"The  Bureau  proposes  as  constructive  steps  toward  such  a  solution 
(of  the  street  railway  problem)  the  fixing  of  an  agreed  price  between 
representatives  of  the  two  syste?ns,  or,  as  this  has  been  impossible  in  the 
fast,  the  fixing  of  such  a  price  through  the  agency  of  the  Railroad  Com- 
mission; the  submission  to  the,  voters,  as  an  alternative,  of  a  charter 
amendment  that  will  provide  for  the  resettlement  of  existing  franchises; 
and  the  creation  of  a  Utilities  Commission  with  adequate  power  to  oper- 
ate the  city's  present  Municipal  Railway  and  any  additions  or  extensions 
thereto  by  acquisition  or  construction,  as  well  as  the  operation  of  any  other 
utilities  later  acquired  by  the  city." 

Other  Resettlement  Franchise  Provisions 

The  proposed  amendment  varies  from  standard  resettlement  franchise 
provisions  (State  law,  charters  of  Los  Angeles,  Cleveland  and  Seattle, 
and  ''model  charter"  of  National  Municipal  League)  in  three  particulars: 
First,  it  provides  that  the  revocable  permit,  re-settling  existing  franchises, 
shall  be  authori2;ed  by  a  favorable  vote  of  the  people  on  the  proposed 
amendment,  rather  than  at  the  option  of  the  legislative  body;  second,  it 
does  not  provide  that  the  price  of  the  property  shall  be  fixed  prior  to  or 
as  part  of  the  revocable-permit  proceedings;  and,  third,  it  does  not  specifi' 
cally  provide  that  going-concern,  franchise  and  other  intangible  values 
shall  be  excluded  from  such  price. 

Relative  to  the  first,  there  can  be  no  weighty  objection  to  the  voting 
of  franchise  grants  by  the  people,  rather  than  the  people's  legislative 
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body.  The  voters  of  a  community  constitute  the  final  legislative  and  pol' 
icymaking  force  of  the  community,  superior  to  the  legislative  body 
thereof. 

The  fixing  of  a  purchase  price  has  been  dependent  on  action  by  the 
city,  which  has  not  been  initiated.  With  the  first  franchises  expiring  one 
year  hence,  time  does  not  now  permit  of  the  proceedings  necessary  to 
value  the  system  and  fix  a  price  by  agreement,  or  to  have  a  price  fixed 
by  the  Railroad  Commission  under  condemnation  proceedings. 

Relative  to  the  third,  the  Bureau  is  of  the  opinion  that,  under  the 
proposed  amendment,  the  determination  of  the  compensation  to  be  paid 
by  the  city  to  the  company  for  its  properties  is  to  be  fixed  on  the  physical 
value  of  the  properties  only.  The  fact  that  the  revocable  permit  has  no 
fixed  life  automatically  eliminates  "franchise  value."  The  factor  of  ''going 
concern"  value  is  relatively  negligible,  even  if  allowable  under  the  amend' 
ment.  It  is  deemed,  however,  to  be  excluded  by  the  provisions  that,  on 
municipal  acquisition,  compensation  shall  be  fixed  at  a  fair  value  for  the 
"operative  railway  property." 

Amendment  Facilitates  Extensions 

One  of  the  most  important  effects  of  the  amendment  is  that  it  opens 
the  door  to  the  securing  of  extensions  to  the  privatelyowned  lines. 

By  the  provisions  of  the  amendment,  the  Supervisors  are  empowered 
to  grant  supplemental  permits  for  extensions  to'  any  existing  line,  "subject 
to  the  same  terms  and  conditions  under  which  the  said  line  from  which 
it  is  proposed  to  make  the  extension  is  operated"  (5'cent  fare,  paving 
between  tracks,  etc.).  This  provision,  under  the  revocable  permit  proce' 
dure  contemplated  by  the  amendment,  will  make  it  possible  for  the  com' 
pany  to  secure  financing  for,  and  to  propose  to  the  city,  necessary 
extensions  to  its  lines  to  serve  various  areas  of  the  city  that  need  im- 
proved transportation  facilities  and  that  can  best  be  served  by  extensions 
to  such  privately  owned  lines. 

Although  it  does  not  guarantee  necessary  extensions,  particularly  in 
unprofitable  areas,  it  removes  existing  charter  restrictions  that  for  twenty 
years  have  served  as  a  practical  bar,  and  makes  it  possible  for  the  com' 
pany  to  serve  better  the  various  areas  into  which  its  lines  extend.  Rep' 
resentatives  of  the  company  have  publicly  stated,  on  various  occasions, 
the  willingness  of  the  company  to  make  necessary  capital  expenditures, 
if  such  investments  are  properly  safeguarded.  Such  developments  will 
benefit  specific  areas  and  the  city  as  a  whole. 

No  Eflfect  on  the  Five- Cent  Fare 

Considerable  erroneous  publicity  has  been  given  to  statements  that 
the  proposed  amendment  eliminates  existing  franchise  provisions  specify 
ing  a  fivc'cent  fare,  requiring  the  companies  to  maintain  the  paving  be' 
tween  their  tracks,  etc.   The  amendment  provides  that  the  revocable  per' 
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mit  shall  authori2;e  the  conduct  of  street  railway  operations  over  the  same 
streets  theretofore  used,  "but  upon  all  the  terms  and  conditions  contained 
in  the  permits  and  franchises  so  surrendered"  except  as  to  duration. 

All  attorneys  consulted  agree  that  the  franchise  provisions  for  a  five- 
cent  fare  have  not  in  the  past  and  do  not  now  debar  the  company  from 
securing  an  increased  fare  from  the  Railroad  Commission  if  it  can  establish 
that  its  earnings,  on  the  basis  of  the  value  of  its  property  used  for  street 
railway  purposes,  are  inadequate  and  confiscatory.  The  five-cent  fare, 
therefore,  is  maintained,  not  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  is  specified  in 
the  original  franchises,  but  solely  by  reason  of  competition  between  the 
Market  Street  Railway  Company  and  the  Municipal  Railway  system. 
Should  either  operate  on  a  higher  fare  than  the  other,  it  could  expect  to 
lose  a  large  part  of  the  profitable  short  haul  traffic  on  Market  Street,  as 
well  as  traffic  to  and  from  sections  of  the  ctiy  covered  by  parallel  lines  of 
the  two  systems. 

The  argument  that  the  amendment  will  force  or  facilitate  a  fare  higher 
than  five  cents  assumes,  by  inference,  that  a  five-cent  fare  could  be  main- 
tained by  the  city  if  it  purchased  the  company's  properties.  This  is  not 
borne  out  by  the  facts.  The  company  for  1927  showed  a  net  operating 
income,  before  payments  for  taxes  and  bond  interest  and  before  charges 
for  depreciation,  of  approximately  $2,219,600.  Applying  to  this  figure, 
all  estimated  savings  under  municipal  operation,  and  additional  expendi- 
tures for  maintenance  and  depreciation,  as  calculated  by  the  City  Engi- 
neer, and  an  increased  wage  cost  of  $2,840,000,  as  estimated  by  the 
Bureau,  there  would  be  no  funds  available  for  interest  and  redemption 
of  purchase  bonds.  Eliminating  depreciation  charges,  the  city  would  be 
restricted  to  a  purchase  price  of  about  $6,500,000,  on  revenues  derived 
from  a  5c  fare.  The  Wilcox  proposal  of  $20,000,000,  as  a  price  for  the 
city  to  offer  for  Market  Street  Railway  lines  within  the  city,  would  re- 
quire a  6c  or  7c  fare. 

Summed  up,  all  of  the  elements  of  the  Bureau"'s  analysis  indicate  that 
the  five-cent  fare  is  a  product  of  competition  and  not  of  franchise  pro- 
visions; that  on  the  basis  of  municipal  operating  costs,  purchase  by  the 
city  would  force  an  increase  in  fare  or  a  heavy  subsidy  from  tax-revenues 
for  railway  operations;  and  that,  as  far  as  can  be  foreseen,  the  proposed 
amendment  would  have  no  effect  whatsoever  on  the  matter  of  fares. 

Present  "City  Advantages" 

One  of  the  points  that  has  been  raised  in  opposition  to  the  proposed 
amendment  is  that  it  requires  acquisition  of  the  properties  only  as  a 
whole,  and  that,  if  the  amendment  is  defeated,  the  city,  on  the  expira- 
tion of  each  franchise,  could  permit  the  company  to  continue  to  operate 
the  line  covered  by  such  expired  franchise  under  conditions  that  might 
be  advantageous  to  the  city. 
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It  is  assumed  that  the  expiration  of  individual  franchises  would  not 
niean  the  termination  of  service  on  lines  covered  thereby.  Such  opera' 
tion,  however,  would  be  by  sufferance,  would  be  subject  to  the  political 
whims  and  forces  of  the  moment,  and  would  be  advantageous  to  the  city 
only  as  a  basis  for  proposals  of  piecemeal  acquisition  of  lines  or  parts  of 
lines  for  which  franchises  have  expired.  Such  a  program  would  not  be 
one  to  advance  the  best  interests  of  the  citi2;ens  for  improved  transport 
tation.  It  would  be  dependent  on  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  people  to 
authorize  funds  for  such  acquisition.  A  piecemeal  policy  of  acquisition 
might  best  serve  a  policy  of  extending  the  Municipal  Railway  system, 
but  it  would  be  certain  to  promote  economic  warfare  between  the  city 
and  the  company  to  the  detriment,  over  a  long  period  of  years,  of  the 
car-riding  public  and  the  efiiciency  of  the  entire  transportation  service. 
It  would  not  be  to  the  advantage  of  the  city  as  a  whole. 

The  Bureau  does  not  consider  that  an  actual  or  a  presumed  tactical 
advantage  to  or  for  the  Municipal  Railway  necessarily  implies  an  advan- 
tage to  or  for  the  car-riding  public,  or  the  transportation  requirements 
of  the  city  as  a  whole.  For  example,  if  in  the  heat  of  controversy  over 
failure  to  agree  on  a  price  and  conditions  of  sale  for  municipal  acquisition 
of  any  important  line  on  which  the  franchise  had  expired,  the  city 
should  order  the  company  to  cease  operation  thereon,  this  might  operate 
to  the  serious  inconvenience  of  thousands  using  such  line. 

All  resettlement  franchise  provisions  consulted  require  that  future 
acquisition  by  the  city  concerned  shall  be  acquisition  of  the  properties  as 
a  whole.  Such  resettlement  franchises  cover  all  property  "used  or  use- 
ful"; some  go  farther  and  add  "and  in  the  discretion  of  the  city,  prospec- 
tively useful."  It  has  been  stated  that  various  Market  St.  Railway  system 
lines  are  not  needed  as  a  part  of  a  consolidated  municipal  system.  It  is 
pointed  out  by  the  proponents  of  the  measure  that  unprofitable  lines  are 
more  likely  to  be  abandoned  under  the  revocable  permit  procedure  than 
in  any  other  way.  At  present  all  such  lines  must  be  continued  in  opera- 
tion because  of  franchise  requirements. 

The  amendment  provides  that  lines  included  with  a  system  covered 
by  a  revocable  permit  may  be  abandoned,  on  petition  of  the  holder  of  the 
permit  and  if  authori2;ed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  if  such  Board  finds 
that  the  public  interest  will  not  be  injured  by  such  abandonment. 

The  action  of  the  city  in  rejecting  the  proposals  of  the  superintendent 
of  the  Municipal  Railway  to  abandon  service  over  the  Marina  bus  route 
would  indicate  that  non-paying  lines  probably  would  not  be  abandoned 
under  municipal  ownership,  nor  is  it  probable  that  such  lines  would  be 
indirectly  abandoned  by  being  omitted  from  a  program  of  municipal 
acquisition.  On  the  other  hand,  considering  the  incentive  of  a  private 
company  to  render  transportation  service  at  a  profit,  any  heavily-losing 
line  is  much  more  likely  to  be  proposed  for  abandonment  by  the  com- 
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pany  than  by  the  city,  and  if  the  city  desires  to  approve  of  such  aban- 
donment, the  Supervisors,  by  ordinance,  may  do  so. 

The  matter  of  the  abandonment  of  non-paying  Hnes  must  also  be 
considered  in  relation  to  the  policy,  frequently  stated  in  the  past  during 
discussions  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  relative  to  Municipal  Railway 
matters,  that  the  city's  interest  in  operating  a  railway  is  primarily  one  of 
service  to  the  traveling  public  rather  than  producing  profits  from  such 
operation. 

No  Effect  on  Cost  of  Properties 

Other  points  that  have  been  raised  in  objection  to  the  proposed 
amendment  are,  that  under  the  revocable  permit  provided  for  by  the 
amendment,  the  future  cost  to  the  city  of  the  properties  of  the  privately 
owned  railway  companies  would  be  increased  by  millions  of  dollars;  that 
a  revocable  permit  would  lead  to  or  would  facilitate  an  increase  in  fare 
which,  in  itself,  would  increase  the  value  of  each  company's  properties; 
and  that  the  market  value  of  each  railway  system  is  less  in  view  of  the 
present  situation  of  rapidly  expiring  franchises  than  would  be  the  case 
under  an  indeterminate  revocable  permit. 

The  matter  of  a  future  increase  in  fare,  which,  as  far  as  the  Bureau 
has  been  able  to  ascertain,  is  an  unsupported  assumption,  would  affect 
"■future  earnings"  only,  and,  obviously,  would  not  add  to  the  physical 
value  of  the  properties.  As  previously  outlined,  the  price,  on  municipal 
acquisition  under  the  amendment  is  deemed  to  cover  only  the  value  of 
the  physical  properties,  "operative  railway  property";  an  increase  in  net 
earnings,  under  a  hypothetical  increase  in  fare,  therefore,  would  not 
operate  to  increase  the  value  of  the  property  for  the  purpose  of  acquisition 
by  the  city. 

On  the  basis  of  Bureau  analysis  of  these  phases,  purchase  by  the  city 
under  the  proposed  revocable  permit  could  be  effected  at  a  lower  price 
than  if  the  city  should  attempt  to  purchase  the  property  within  the  next 
eight  or  ten  years  under  existing  franchise  conditions. 

Purchase  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  system  under  existing  condi- 
tions, at  any  time  before  most  of  its  franchises  expire,  (such  expirations 
run  on  to  1947)  would  require  that  the  city  pay  for  not  only  the  physical 
value  of  the  company's  properties,  but  also  an  additional  sum  for  "going 
concern"  value,  representing  the  probable  net  earnings  of  the  company 
for  the  remaining  life  of  each  of  its  unexpired  franchises  Under  the 
amendment,  the  purchase  price  would  be  restricted  to  the  value  of  the 
"operative  railway  property." 

Expense  of  Determining  Value 

The  amendment  provides  for  the  fixing  of  compensation  for  the  prop' 
erties  by  agreement  between  the  Supervisors  and  the  Company,  or,  on 
failure  to  agree,  "in  any  manner  provided  by  law",  and  it  further  pro- 
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vides  that,  "the  expense  of  determining  such  compensation"  shall  be  paid 
by  the  city.  It  has  been  urged  that  this  makes  the  city  liable  for  the  cost 
of  the  company's  attorneys'  fees,  incidental  to  proceedings  to  fix  valuation. 
The  city  is  now  required  to  pay  Railroad  Commission  expenses  in  "deter' 
mining"  the  value  of  utility  properties  which  the  city  seeks  to  acquire. 
Although  the  amendment  is  not  as  specific  as  the  State  law  on  this 
matter,  it  would  seem  that  the  only  "expense  of  determining"  would  be 
the  Railroad  Commission's  expense  and  that  a  company's  attorneys'  fees 
could  not  possibly  be  included.  The  difference  involved,  if  any,  is  a 
minor  one  in  relation  to  probable  purchase  price. 

Purchase  on  Fixed  Date 

The  amendment  requires  the  city,  after  the  valuation  has  been  dc 
termined,  to  notify  the  company  of  the  date  on  which  it  will  take  over  the 
property,  not  less  than  three  months  nor  more  than  twelve  months  after 
such  determination  of  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid.  Failure 
of  the  city  to  pay  or  to  tender  such  compensation  on  such  fixed  date  shall 
be  deemed  as  a  waiver  of  the  city's  rights  to  acquire  the  properties  under 
such  proceedings.  It  is  urged,  as  an  objection,  that  it  might  be  impossible 
for  the  city  to  pay  or  to  tender  compensation  for  the  properties  on  such 
fixed  date. 

The  Los  Angeles  charter  resettlement  franchise  provision  provides  for 
one  year's  written  notice;  the  1912  Arnold  resettlement  franchise  amend' 
ment  provided  for  only  six  months'  notice;  and  the  state  resettlement 
franchise  provision  likewise  provides  for  only  six  months'  notice. 

The  amendment  does  not  bar  future  similar  proceedings  in  case  of  the 
city's  failing  to  pay  or  to  tender  compensation  on  the  date  fixed.  While 
a  more  liberal  time  allowance  might  just  as  well  have  been  provided,  it 
does  not  seem  that  the  one  year  allowed  is  unduly  restrictive  or  would 
interfere  in  any  way  with  the  city  consummating  a  purchase  as  provided 
by  the  amendment. 

The  failure  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  pay  or  to  tender  compensation 
on  the  fixed  date  would  probably  result  only  from  the  refusal  of  the 
people  to  approve  of  the  purchase  and  the  price  fixed  by  a  two-thirds 
majority.  This  would  not  debar  the  city  from  future  similar  proceedings, 
which  might  be  carried  on  as  was  the  valuation  for  purchase,  of  the 
Spring  Valley  properties.  The  1927  and  1928  elections  were  based  on  the 
same  valuation  proceedings,  although  the  price  was  different  at  each  elec 
tion,  such  difference  being  due  to  the  value  of  necessary  additions  and 
deductions  which  varied  from  year  to  year;  the  original  valuation  of 
the  Railroad  Commission  furnished  the  basis  for  each  of  the  purchase 
proposals. 

The  Pentfing  Street  Railway  Survey 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  amendment  was  drafted  without  any  con- 
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sultation  with  city  officials  and  without  consideration  of  the  pending 
valuation  work  of  the  City  Engineer's  office  for  which  $30,000  was 
appropriated  in  the  current  budget  and  which,  in  addition,  is  intended  to 
produce  a  plan  for  the  unification  of  the  three  railway  systems. 

The  City  Engineer's  report  on  valuation,  if  acceptable  to  the  Super- 
visors, must  likewise  be  acceptable  to  the  company;  otherwise,  the  only 
recourse  of  the  city  under  a  program  of  municipal  acquisition  will  be 
condemnation  proceedings.  Railroad  Commission  valuation  and,  probably, 
subsequent  court  proceedings.  The  survey,  as  ordered,  will  deal  pri' 
marily  with  unification  of  the  two  privately-owned  systems  with  the 
Municipal  Railway  system,  and  probably  can  not  cover  the  necessities  of 
the  situation  from  the  standpoint  of  the  city's  transportation  requirements, 
regardless  of  ownership  of  the  system. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment,  insuring  the  continued  operation  as  a 
whole  of  each  of  the  privately-owned  systems,  pending  municipal  acquisi- 
tion of  each  system  as  a  whole,  can  not  be  considered  as  premature  or  in 
opposition  to  the  forthcoming  report,  unless  such  report  should  contem- 
plate a  policy  of  "piece-meal"  acquisition  of  lines  or  parts  of  lines.  This 
has  been  discussed  in  the  preceding  pages,  as  a  policy  that,  while  it  may 
conceivably  facilitate  the  extension  and  expansion  of  the  Municipal 
Railway,  could  not  meet  the  necessities  of  city-wide  transportation  service 
and  the  extension  thereof. 

There  has  been  a  long  chain  of  proceedings  relative  to  the  purchase 
by  the  city  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  Company  properties.  In  1912, 
the  city  retained  Bion  J.  Arnold  for  a  survey  of  the  situation  who,  as 
part  of  his  report,  recommended  a  resettlement  franchise  charter  amend- 
ment, which  was  voted  down  by  the  people.  Several  amendments  were 
written  into  the  charter,  designed  to  facilitate  the  purchase  of  the  whole 
Market  Street  Railway  system  including  those  portions  in  San  Mateo 
County.  Various  committees  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  other 
city  officials  were  assigned  to  the  problem  between  1920  and  1923 
and  worked  intermittently  in  attempting  to  develop  a  valuation  figure 
and  to  reach  agreement  with  company  officials  as  to  price.  In  1925 
a  purchase  proposal  for  a  price  of  $36,000,000  was  developed  by  a 
citi2;ens'  organi2;ation  and  voted  down  by  the  people.  In  1927,  the  late 
Dr.  Delos  F.  Wilcox  was  retained  by  the  city  and  submitted  a  voluminous 
report  on  the  subject. 

City's  Development  Restricted  by  Transportation  Difficulties 

San  Francisco's  development  has  for  years  been  stifled  by  inadequate 
transportation  development  as  a  result  of  restrictive  charter  provisions, 
which  have  practically  prevented  street  railway  extensions  of  the  pri- 
vately-owned systems  and  made  it  impossible  for  the  operators  of  such 
systems  to  secure  funds  to  finance  extensions,  regardless  of  transportation 
necessities.   This  situation  forced  the  city  into  the  street  railway  business 
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in  1912,  due  to  the  necessity  of  providing  transportation  to  settled  dis- 
tricts and  to  the  1915  Panama'Pacific  Exposition.  During  recent  years 
it  has  forced  the  city  to  attempt  all  necessary  or  desired  extensions  as 
extensions  of  the  Municipal  Railway. 

In  a  report  in  1921,  the  City  Engineer  stated: 

"The  third  argument,  that  of  making  fossible  the  logical  extension  of 
traffic  facilities,  is  of  particular  importance  tp  the  welfare  and  develop- 
ment of  the  city.  .  .  .  The  United  Railroads  (nozu  Market  Street  Railway 
Company)  operating  267  miles  of  track  to  the  city^s  63  miles  is  naturally 
In  a  better  position  to  reach  into  those  districts,  at  present  without  service, 
than  is  the  city. 

"For  instance,  there  have  Been  many  urgent  demands  for  extensions 
of  service  into  the  Excelsior  Homestead  District.  These  people,  realizing 
the  impossibility  of  the  United  Railroads  extending  into  this  district,  have 
petitioned  to  have  the  Municipal  Railway  extend  its  Potrero  Avenue  line 
to  them,  which  would  mean,  roughly,  the  construction  by  the  city  of  four 
miles  of  double  track  compared  with  one  mile  track,  should  a  line  be  run 
from  the  United  Railroads'  tracks.  There  have  also  been  numerous  re- 
quests for  an  extension  of  the  Municipal  Railway  into  the  Pope  tract. 
Here  again  it  would  be  more  logical  for  this  service  to  be  given  by  an 
extension  of  the  United  Railways  than  io  build  a  branch  of  the  Municipal 
system  from  Geary  Street " 

Since  the  original  Municipal  Railway  surpluses  have  been  completely 
expended  for  various  extensions  to  the  original  system  and  other  pur- 
poses, additional  proposed  Municipal  Railway  extension  programs  have 
been  hampered.  Two  bond  issues  proposed  in  1927  for  various  exten- 
sions, equipment  and  plant  failed  to  secure  the  necessary  two-thirds 
majority  of  the  votes  of  the  people. 

The  Bureau,  in  October,  1925,  in  analyzing  and  opposing  the 
536,000,000  proposal  for  the  purchase  of  the  Market  Street  Railway 
system,  stated: 

"Rejection  of  the  purchase  proposal  on  the  November  ballot  will  not 
wive  the  city's  transportation  problem.  It  has  been  stated  on  many  occa- 
sions that  San  Francisco's  proper  growth  and  prosperity  depeftd  on  ade- 
quate solution  of  this  problem,  which  is  one  of  long  standing  in  our 
municipal  affairs. 

"The  problem  developed  primarily  from  the  restrictive  charter  pro- 
visions relative  to  franchises,  under  which  privately-owned  companies  do 
not  find  it  profitable  to  make  e<xtensions ,  nor  can  they  secure  necessary 
capital  to  defray  the  cost  of  such  extensions.  The  initiation  and  growth 
of  the  city's  Municipal  Railway  was  practically  forced  by  this  condition. 
It  created  the  necessity  of  the  city  going  into  the  railroad  business  if  1915 
Exfpsition  traffic  was  to  be  handled,  and  if  additional  street  railway  lines 
were  to  be  built.    The  city,  of  course,  is  totally  free  from,  the  restrictive 
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franchise  -provisions  of  the  charter  that  govern  the  friv at ely- owned  com- 
fanies. 

'^  Under  these  restrictive  conditions  fractically  no  extensions  of  the 
frivately-owned  street  railway  systems  have  been  built  during  the  last 
twelve  years  " 

The  franchise-resettlement  amendment  proposed  by  Bion  J.  Arnold 
in  1912,  and  rejected  by  the  voters,  made  definite  provision  for  neces' 
sary  extensions  to  the  then  existing  street  railway  systems.  Had  this  been 
adopted,  it  is  probable  that  the  street  railway  facilities  of  the  city  would 
have  been  developed  and  expanded  dnring  the  past  15  years  in  accord- 
ance with  the  city's  development  requirements,  and  that,  as  a  result, 
San  Francisco  would  today  be  a  greater  city. 

The  amendment  does  not  deal  with  nor  does  it  change  the  existing 
situation  relative  to  the  extension  of  service  that  could  be  provided  by 
authorizing  company  use,  cojointly  with  the  city,  of  the  Twin  Peaks  and 
the  Sunset  tunnels.  It  does  not  eliminate  existing  duplications,  but,  by 
making  possible  the  extension  of  privately-owned  lines  into  areas  already 
tapped  by  such  lines,  it  should  restrict  and  largely  prevent  future  dupli- 
cation of  transportation  facilities. 

The  proposed  amendment  authorizes  extensions  to  existing  privately- 
owned  systems,  on  the  initiative  of  the  company  and  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Supervisors,  such  extensions  to  become  part  of  the  whole 
system  covered  by  a  revocable  permit.  This  removes  present  charter 
restrictions  limiting  franchises  for  such  extensions  to  25  years  and  pro- 
viding that  the  property  covered  thereby  shall  revert  to  the  city  at  the 
end  of  such  period,  and  is  highly  desirable. 

The  removal  of  this  long-standing  practical  bar  to  extensions  to  the 
privately-owned  system  is  one  of  the  most  important  features  of  the 
amendment.  By  reason  thereof,  the  only  limitations  on  extension  policies 
will  be  those  controlled  by  capital  costs  and  expected  revenues,  and  the 
policies  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  authorizing  such  extensions  as 
are  proposed  by  the  company.  The  potential  effect  of  extensions  made 
possible  thereby  is  highly  desirable,  from  the  standpoint  of  San  Francisco's 
transportation  requirements  and  its  future  benefit  and  development 
through  the  upbuilding  of  areas  requiring  additional  street  railway  service. 

SUMMARY 

On  the  basis  of  its  analysis  of  the  proposed  amendment,  as  outlined 
in  the  foregoing  pages  of  this  report,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the 
amendment  be  approved. 

The  foregoing  analysis  indicates  that: 

1.  The  major  problem  involved  in  the  terms  of  the  Amendment, 
which  the  Bureau  believes  to  be  of  paramount  importance,  and  the  solu- 
tion of  which  will  be  materially  expedited  by  adoption  of  the  amendment, 
is  the  transportation  problem  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco. 
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2.  The  amendment  insures  the  continued  operation,  under  business- 
like operating  conditions,  of  the  privately-owned  street  railway  systems, 
after  the  expiration  of  franchises  in  1929  and  facilitates  the  making  of 
needed  extensions  thereto  until  such  time  as,  and  when,  the  city  shall  have 
completed  its  plans,  valuations  and  proceedings  and  acquired  each  such 
system.  This  represents  a  benefit  to  the  traveling  public  and  a  marked 
improvement  in  the  transportation  situation  of  the  city.  The  city,  at  the 
present  time,  has  no  publicly-announced  plans,  but  is  conducting  a  valua- 
tion and  survey  through  the  City  Engineer's  office. 

3.  The  amendment  permits  acquisition  of  each  system  as  a  whole, 
and  not  otherwise,  and,  conversely,  bans  the  possibility  of  a  policy  of 
piecemeal  acquisition  on  the  part  of  the  city,  which  (1)  would  probably 
be  productive  of  lengthy  disputes  between  the  city  and  the  company; 
(2)  would  emphasize  attempts  to  acquire  profitable  Hnes  on  which  fran' 
chises  have  expired,  to  the  possible  detriment  of  areas  served  by  unprof- 
itable lines;  and  (3)  might  lead  to  long-continued  disturbance  to  the 
transportation  requirements  of  the  city,  and  arrest  the  development  of 
the  city,  in  so  far  as  this  is  dependent  on  the  extension  of  transportation 
facilities.  Future  municipal  acquisition  of  the  privately-owned  transpor- 
tation system  as  a  whole  (except  as  non-paying  lines  may  be  abandoned 
by  the  company  with  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors)  is  in  line 
with  the  policy  expressed  on  many  occasions  by  members  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  that  the  city's  function  in  operating  the  Municipal  Rail- 
way is  primarily  service  rather  than  profit. 

4.  While  the  amendment  does  not,  by  specific  words,  exclude  intan- 
gible values  in  the  determination  of  a  price  for  purchase  by  the  city, 
the  Bureau  is  of  the  opinion  that  such  price,  under  the  terms  of  the 
amendment,  could  include  only  the  value  of  the  physical  properties.  The 
amendment,  by  thus  eliminating  "going  concern"  valuation  of  existing 
franchises  for  the  remainder  of  the  life  of  each,  will  permit  of  municipal 
acquisition  of  the  whole  properties  at  a  lower  price  than  is  possible  for 
a  number  of  years  to  come  under  existing  franchise  conditions. 

5.  The  amendment  would  make  extension  of  the  privately-owned 
system  practicable,  by  removing  charter  obstacles  that  have  prevented 
these,  and  would  likewise  make  possible  the  securing  of  the  finances 
necessary  for  such  extensions.  This  would  accord  a  distinct  and  addi- 
tional benefit  to  the  traveling  public  and  an  improvement  m  the  trans- 
portation of  the  city.  San  Francisco's  development  has  been  stifled  by 
restrictive  franchise  provisions  written  into  the  city  charter,  which,  dur- 
ing the  past  twenty  years,  have  prevented  the  extension  of  the  privately- 
owned  lines  into  districts  where  transportation  has  been  required.  The 
amendment  might  well  have  gone  farther  in  this  matter,  as  it  provides 
only  that  extensions  may  be  proposed  by  the  company  and  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  or  disapproval  of  the  Supervisors. 
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6.  The  amendment  authori2;es  the  abandonment  of  non-paying  or 
unnecessary  lines  by  the  company  with  the  approval  of  the  city.  It  is 
the  Bureau's  understanding  that  such  abandonment  of  lines  is  not  now 
provided  for  by  existing  law.  Certain  lines  that  have  been  referred  to  as 
not  necessary  for  a  balanced  transportation  system  for  the  city  as  a  whole 
should  therefore  be  easier  to  eliminate  under  the  proposed  amendment 
than  at  present. 

7.  The  Bureau  does  not  consider  that  the  amendment  will  solve  all 
of  the  transportation  problems  of  the  city.  It  does  not  change  the  existing 
situation  relative  to  inter-system  transfers,  nor  as  to  extension  of  service 
that  could  be  provided  by  authori2;ing  company  use,  cojointly  with  the 
city,  of  the  Twin  Peaks  and  the  Sunset  tunnels.  It  does  not  eliminate 
existing  duplications,  but  it  probably  will  restrict  and  largely  prevent 
future  duplication  of  lines. 

8.  Under  the  amendment  the  five-cent  fare  is  left  exactly  as  it  is  at 
present  under  the  various  franchises — that  is,  controlled  by  competition 
and  not  by  reason  of  inclusion  in  franchise  requirements,  which  by  th: 
terms  of  the  amendment  are  specifically  continued. 

9.  Much  of  the  opposition  to  the  amendment  apparently  assumes  or 
infers  that,  if  the  amendment  is  defeated,  municipal  acquisition  will  be 
brought  about  in  the  very  near  future,  with  the  further  assumption  or 
inference  that  this  will  assure  continuation  of  the  five-cent  fare.  There 
are  no  developed  plans  for  municipal  acquisition  and  these  may  take 
years  to  work  out.  Furthermore,  on  the  basis  of  Bureau  estimates  of 
financial  results,  possible  savings  and  automatically  increased  costs,  munic- 
ipal acquisition  will  involve  an  increase  in  fare  or  a  tax  subsidy  in  lieu 
of  such  increased  fare. 

10.  The  Bureau  can  find  no  basis  for  the  claim  that,  by  the  effect  of 
the  amendment,  the  value  of  the  company's  property,  for  future  acquisi- 
tion by  the  city,  will  be  increased  "by  millions",  or  by  any  amount. 

11.  The  amendment  may,  and  probably  will  be  of  benefit  to  the 
private  company,  as  it  will  permit  the  company  to  secure  financing  for 
necessary  extensions  and  other  capital  expenditures.  However,  and  of 
primary  importance  to  the  public,  it  will  be  of  tremendous  benefit  to  the 
people  of  the  city  by  expediting  growth  and  development  through  exten- 
sions to  existing  transportation  lines. 
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Bond  Issue  Propositions 

Effect  on  the  City's  Debt  Status 

Propositions  Nos.  55  to  62  on  the  November  ballot  are  bond  issues 
for  projects  which  are  either  too  costly  to  be  financed  by  annual  budget 
appropriations  or  are  to  catch  up  with  the  needs  of  the  city  because  of 
insufiicient  budget  appropriations  in  the  past.  Each  measure  must  receive 
a  favorable  vote  of  two'thirds  of  those  voting  on  such  measure  to  become 
effective. 

The  bond  issues,  if  all  or  any  are  approved,  will  directly  affect  the 
bonded  debt  status  of  San  Francisco.  A  statement  of  the  city's  debt 
obligations  is  as  follows: 

Bonding  Limit — 12  per  cent  of  valuation,  $807,226,628 $96,867,196 

General  bonds  sold  and  outstanding,  end  of  current 

fiscal  year  $21,782,500 

General  bonds  authorized  but  unsold  August   10,   1928..      11,580,000 
School  bonds  sold  and  outstanding,  end  of  current 

fiscal  year  1 5,675,000 

Exposition   and  water  bonds  sold  and  outstanding, 

end   of  current  fiscal   year 47,000,000 

Water  bonds  authorized  but  unsold  August  10,   1928 65,000,000 


Total  outstanding   debt,   including  bonds   authorized 

but  not  sold   $161,037,500 

Less  Exposition  and  Water  bonds 

outstanding    $47,000,000 

Water  bonds  authorized  but 

not  sold  65,000,000 


Total  debt  excluded  from  bonding  limit $112,000,000 


Net  debt  outstanding  and  bonds  unsold 49,037,500 


LEEWAY    $47,729,696 

The  city's  bonded  debt  limit  of  12  per  cent  applies  only  to  debt  other 
than  for  water  and  the  1915  Exposition.  The  eight  proposed  bond  issues, 
if  approved,  would  increase  the  net  debt,  sold  and  authori2;ed,  by  $14,- 
700,000,  making  a  total  of  $63,737,500,  and  leaving  a  debt  leeway  of 
$30,029,696.  The  debt  would  be  increased  from  6  per  cent  of  the  present 
assessed  valuation  of  property  to  practically  7.9  per  cent. 

The  proposed  bond  issues  and  data  pertaining  to  their  redemption  are 
as  follows: 


Title  of  Bonds  Interest 

Rate 

Sewers— 1929  4'/2 

Hospitals— 1929  4^2 

Playgrounds— 1929    4'/2 

McLaren    Park    4^ 

Aquatic  and  Marina  Parks  4'/2 

Airport    41/2 

Civic  Center  Extension 4!/2 

Broadway  Tunnel  4^ 


Life  of 

Amount 

demption 

Bonds 

Annual 

of 

o  Start 

(Years) 

Redemption 

Issue 

1934 

(5+22) 

$100,000 

$2,200,000 

1934 

(5+20) 

175,000 

3,500,000 

1935 

(6+25) 

124,000 

3,100,000 

1935 

(6+25) 

80,000 

2,000,000 

1932 

(3  +  19) 

50,000 

950,000 

1932 

(3  +  17) 

100,000 

1,700,000 

1931 

(2+10) 

100,000 

1,000,000 

1931 

(2+10) 

75,000 

750,000 
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The  bonds  have  shorter  periods  of  redemption  than  many  of  the 
bonds  issued  by  the  city  in  the  past,  which  will  necessitate  larger  annual 
redemption  requirements.  The  shorter  periods  are  in  recognition  of  the 
"catch  up"  programs  which  several  of  the  issues  represent,  and,  in  a 
general  way,  to  approximate  '"pay-as-you-go"  policies.  This  is  prudent 
financing. 

The  full  redemption  requirements  of  all  issues  will  not  be  effective 
until  1935,  when  the  annual  redemptions  would  total  $804,000. 

Three  of  the  bond  issues — No.  55,  sewers;  No.  56,  hospitals;  and  No. 
57,  playgrounds — represent  "cut  down"  programs  from  original  bond 
issue  proposals,  and  are  believed  to  represent  the  most  essential  require- 
ments of  those  original  proposals.  They  are  advocated  to  finance  projects 
which  have  not  been  provided  for  by  annual  budget  appropriations  and 
which  have  become  urgent  necessitites  due  to  the  city's  present  needs. 

Four  other  issues — No.  58,  McLaren  Park;  No.  59,  Aquatic  and  Ma- 
nna Parks;  No.  60,  Airport;  and  No.  61,  civic  center  extension — are  to 
complete  projects  in  which  the  city  has  already  made  investments  from 
budget  appropriations,  and  which  have  come  to  be  looked  upon  as  civic 
improvements  already  endorsed  as  city  policies.  Proposition  No.  62, 
Broadway  tunnel,  is  a  new  project  which  invokes,  for  the  first  time,  the 
policy  of  the  city  of  paying  for  a  part  of  the  cost  of  an  improvement  by 
bond  issue,  the  remaining  cost  of  which  is  to  be  met  by  special  assessment 
against  property  to  be  benefited  by  the  improvement.  The  city  has  here- 
tofore paid  a  part  of  the  cost  of  similar  improvements,  such  as  the  Stock- 
ton Street  and  Twin  Peaks  tunnels,  from  other  city  or  municipal  utility 
funds. 

The  manner  in  which  the  issues  were  proposed  and  submitted  empha- 
si2;es  again  the  great  need  of  the  formulation  of  a  capital-expenditure 
program,  under  which  the  city  can  provide,  over  a  period  of  years,  for 
the  most  efficient  and  economical  development  of  necessary  major  projects, 
considering  these  as  elements  of  a  single  coordinated  program. 

Proposition  No.  55 

$2,200,000  Sewer  Bo?ids — Approved 

The  bond  issue  proposition  is  submitted  on  the  recommendation  of 
the  City  Engineer,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  five  main  sewers  for 
five  of  the  districts  of  the  city  which  are  at  present  either  inadequately 
served  by  existing  main  sewers,  or  are  without  such  service. 

The  City  Engineer  originally  proposed  a  list  of  thirty-one  sewer 
projects,  located  in  all  parts  of  the  city,  and  estimated  to  cost  a  total  of 
$5,525,000,  not  including  a  Baker's  Beach  outfall  sewer,  which  is  esti- 
mated to  cost  in  excess  of  $3,000,000.    The  projects  included  in  this 
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bond  proposal  were  selected  from  this  group  as  being  the  most  necessary 
at  this  time. 

Three  of  the  projects  are  to  replace  present  main  sewers  built  many 
years  ago  and  now  inadequate.  Their  location  and  estimated  cost  are: 
Fillmore  Street  sewer,  from  Sutter  and  Divisadero  streets  through  Hayes 
Valley  to  Tenth  and  Harrison  streets,  $700,000;  Fourteenth,  Market  and 
Fifteenth  Streets  sewer,  from  Fourteenth  and  Market  streets  to  Fifteenth 
and  Harrison  streets,  $300,000;  and  Twenty-third  Avenue  and  Geary 
Street  sewer,  in  Geary  Street  from  Twentyseventh  Avenue  to  Twenty 
third  Avenue  and  in  Twentythird  Avenue  from  Geary  to  Lake  Street, 
$800,000. 

The  other  two  projects  are  to  take  care  of  the  outer  Mission  district 
not  now  served  by  main  sewers.  Their  location  and  estimated  cost  are: 
Alemany  Boulevard  sewer,  in  Alemany  Boulevard  from  Mission  Street  to 
Bayshore  Boulevard,  thence  in  Industrial  Street  to  Revere  Avenue, 
$700,000;  and  College  Hill  sewer,  by  tunnel  from  the  Mission  Street 
viaduct  to  Army  Street,  $350,000. 

lionds  have  been  voted  for  construction  of  the  Alemany  Boulevard. 
Unless  funds  are  provided  for  this  sewer,  it  will  be  necessary  either  to 
hold  up  street  construction  until  the  sewer  can  be  built,  or  to  build  the 
boulevard  and  tear  it  up  at  a  later  date  for  the  large  concrete  main  sewer, 
with  a  certain  increase  in  the  cost. 

All  five  of  tlie  sewer  projects  have  been  included  in  the  City  Engi' 
neer's  annual  budget  requests  for  appropriations  for  several  years,  the 
College  Hill  project  dating  back  to  1921.  The  annual  budget  appropria- 
tion for  reconstruction  of  main  sewers  during  the  last  ten  years  has  aver- 
aged $131,000,  a  total  of  $1,310,000  for  the  period.  This  has  been  inade- 
quate to  keep  pace  with  needs  from  year  to  year  on  the  ''pay-as-you-go" 
plan,  and  accounts  for  the  accumulation  of  projects  that  need  financing 
by  bond  issue. 

It  has  always  been  the  policy  of  the  city  to  construct  all  main  sewer 
projects  from  city  funds,  and  no  part  from  special  assessments  except 
side  sewers.  In  1909,  a  bond  issue  of  $4,000,000  was  voted  for  main 
sewers.  The  proposed  issue  is  therefore  in  line  with  previous  city  policy. 
In  view  of  the  facts  that  annual  appropriations  for  main  sewer  construc- 
tion have  not  kept  pace  with  the  needs  of  the  city,  and  that  each  project 
included  in  the  bond  issue  is  urgently  needed,  the  Bureau  recommends 
that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  56 

$3,500,000  Health  Department  Bonds — Approved 

This  bond  issue  is  for  the  construction  of  city  hospitals  and  institu- 
tions, and  the  acquisition  of  land  therefor,  to  provide  more  adequately 
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for  the  care  of  the  city's  dependent  sick  and  aged.  It  was  originally- 
proposed  by  a  committee  of  citizens  and  professional  men  and  women, 
who  cooperated  with  the  Board  of  Health  in  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  program  to  meet  public  health  needs,  which  totalled 
$4,950,000.  This  bond  issue  proposal  includes  what  are  believed  to  be 
the  most  essential  elements  of  the  original  larger  program. 

An  outline  of  the  proposed  bond  issue  projects,  their  purpose  and 
estimated  costs,  follow: 

1.  Enlargement  of  the  health  farm,  $128,100.  The  city  has  operated 
for  one  year  a  health  farm  on  city-owned  property  near  Redwood  City, 
San  Mateo  County,  with  a  capacity  of  forty  beds,  where  tuberculosis  is 
treated  in  its  incipient  or  arrested  stages  only.  According  to  the  records 
of  the  Health  Department,  the  percentage  of  patients  cured  has  been 
high,  due  to  the  climatic  advantages  of  the  location.  It  is  recommended 
that  the  present  capacity  of  the  institution  be  increased  to  not  less  than 
eighty  beds. 

2.  Psychopathic  Unit,  $426,250.  At  present  psychopathic  cases  are 
cared  for  in  one  of  the  wards  of  the  San  Francisco  Hospital,  or  are  con' 
fined  at  the  Detention  Hospital.  The  average  period  of  treatment  is  three 
weeks,  which  is  said  to  be  altogether  too  short  a  time  to  effect  a  cure  in 
most  cases.  A  complete  psychopathic  unit  is  expected  to  provide  San  Fran- 
Cisco  with  facilities  to  properly  care  for  this  class  of  patients,  should  make 
possible  a  greater  number  of  cures,  and  reduce  to  a  minimum  the  number 
of  cases  committed  to  State  hospitals. 

3  Cancer  Institute,  $437,500.  Health  authorities  state  that,  although 
San  Francisco  has  a  relatively  high  death  rate  from  cancer,  the  present 
facilities  at  the  San  Francisco  Hospital  can  provide  only  for  the  most 
elementary  treatment  of  this  disease.  Many  cases  are  removed  to  the 
Laguna  Honda  Home  where  care  is  given,  but  practically  no  treatment. 
A  cancer  institute  with  not  less  that  150  beds  and  modern  equipment  is 
to  be  provided  to  meet  the  present  deficiency  in  facilities. 

4.  Enlargement  of  Laguna  Honda  Home,  $817,500.  This  will  add  450 
beds  to  the  home,  increasing  the  capacity  from  1600  to  2050.  The  city 
voted  $2,000,000  in  1922  to  build  the  new  Laguna  Honda  Home  with 
accommodations  for  200  beds  additional  to  the  average  number  of  inmates 
for  that  year.  At  present,  the  home  is  used  to  capacity  and  there  is  a 
waiting  list  of  140.  The  proposed  addition  is  to  provide  for  present  needs 
and  immediate  future  growth. 

5.  Extension  of  health  program,  $725,600.  This  is  intended  for  the 
purchase  of  suitable  sites  for  the  proposed  cancer  institute,  the  psycho' 
pathic  unit  and  future  ward  buildings  of  the  San  Francisco  Hospital,  and 
for  the  establishment  of  district  health  centers.  The  vacated  Saint  Cath' 
erine's  Home  site,  adjoining  the  San  Francisco  Hospital,  is  recommended 
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as  the  logical  location  for  the  new  health  units.  Ten  district  health  centers 
are  recommended  to  be  established  to  serve  citizens  living  in  sections 
somewhat  removed  from  the  main  health  center. 

6.  Emergency  Hospital  and  Health  Center  Building,  $600,000.  It  is 
proposed  that  the  Board  of  Health  acquire  property  adjoining  the  Central 
Emergency  Hospital  at  the  Civic  Center,  for  enlargement  of  the  hospital 
and  the  erection  of  a  health  center  building  to  house  clinics  and  offices 
of  the  Health  Department. 

The  Central  Emergency  Hospital  is  now  taxed  to  capacity  during 
"accident  peaks"  on  week'ends  and  holidays  and  more  room  is  required. 
The  clinics  and  offices  of  the  Health  Department  are  located  in  a  privately 
owfted  building,  rented  for  $9,840  annually.  The  building  is  not  modern 
and  is  overcrowded  for  both  clinic  and  office  room.  A  modern,  city- 
owned  headquarters  building  is  a  recognized  necessity. 

7.  Enlargement  of  San  Francisco  Hospital,  $365,000.  This  will  add 
several  stories  to  the  tuberculosis  and  the  main  ward  buildings  of  the  San 
Francisco  Hospital.  The  normal  capacity  of  the  San  Francisco  Hospital 
is  840  beds.  By  crowding,  the  bed  capacity  of  the  hospital  has  been  in- 
creased  to  940,  or  100  more  than  normal.  During  the  five-year  period 
between  1911  and  1916,  the  average  stay  of  a  patient  in  the  hospital  was 
34+  days.  By  1928,  due  to  the  increased  number  requiring  hospital  care, 
the  average  stay  of  a  patient  had  been  reduced  to  23.52  days.  In  spite  of 
the  reduction  in  the  average  number  of  days  of  hospital  care  allowed  to 
a  patient,  the  Hospital  has  for  months  had  a  waiting  list  which  is  steadily 
growing.  It  is  recommended  that  at  least  1200  beds  be  provided  to  take 
care  of  immediate  future  needs. 

During  the  eight-year  period  between  1919  and  1927,  the  Board  of 
Health  received  budget  appropriations  for  capital  expenditures  totalling 
$900,675,  an  annual  average  of  $112,584. 

Funds  from  bond  issues  ($1,000,000  in  1904  and  $2,000,000  in  1908 
for  hospitals,  and  $2,000,000  in  1922  for  Laguna  Honda  Home)  have 
provided  buildings  and  equipment  to  meet  most  of  the  requirements  until 
recent  years.  Budget  appropriations  of  the  last  eight  years  have  cared  for 
maintenance  of  these  buildings,  the  purchase  of  equipment,  the  sites  for 
and  construction  of  two  emergency  hospitals,  a  nurses'  home,  a  tubercu' 
losis  sanitarium,  and  a  children's  ward.  The  requirements  of  the  Health 
Department  have  increased  more  rapidly  than  provision  has  been  made 
to  meet  them. 

The  proposed  bond  issue  will  permit  the  city  to  catch  up  to  present 
requirements  and  will  provide  for  additional  needs.  Recommended  that 
this  bond  issue  be  APPROVED. 
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Proposition  No.  57 

$3,100,000  Playground  Bonds — Approved 

This  bond  issue  is  to  acquire  land  and  develop  playgrounds  in  various 
sections  of  the  city  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Playground  Commission, 
are  not  now  adequately  served  by  existing  play  areas.  It  would  provide 
for  the  enlargement  of  five  existing  playgrounds,  the  acquisition  and  de- 
velopment of  land  for  nineteen  new  playgrounds,  and  the  acquisition  of 
nine  sites  for  future  playgrounds. 

The  Playground  Commission  originally  proposed  a  $5,000,000  bond 
issue  for  a  "catch  up''  program  to  meet  the  playground  needs  of  the  city. 
The  $3,100,000  bond  issue,  as  approved  by  the  Supervisors,  represents 
the  most  essential  requirements  of  that  program. 

At  present  there  are  twenty-three  playgrounds,  sixteen  school  play- 
grounds and  two  playgrounds  under  construction,  with  a  total  area  of  93 
acres,  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Playground  Commission.  In  addition, 
the  Park  Department  maintains  the  Fleishhacker  playfield  of  60  acres  and 
the  children's  playground  of  seven  acres  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

On  the  basis  of  90,753  children  in  San  Francisco  between  the  ages  of 
5  and  18,  inclusive,  as  determined  by  the  1928  school  census,  the  existing 
play  areas  (93  acres)  provide  44.64  square  feet  per  child.  According  to 
figures  adopted  by  the  Playground  and  Recreation  Association  of  Amer- 
ica, a  city  should  provide  200  square  feet  of  play  area  per  child,  with  150 
square  feet  as  a  minimum. 

The  proposed  nineteen  new  playgrounds  and  the  enlargement  of  the 
five  existing  grounds  would  add  23  acres,  and  the  nine  additional  sites 
when  developed  would  add  57  acres,  making  a  total  increase  of  80  acres. 
The  area  of  the  then  existing  supervised  playgrounds  would  be  173  acres 
or  83.05  square  feet  per  child,  which  would  be  only  55  per  cent  of  the 
recognized  minimum. 

The  charter  provides  that  the  annual  tax  for  maintenance,  purchase, 
development  and  equipment  of  playgrounds  shall  be  not  less  than  5  cents 
nor  more  than  7  cents.  For  the  last  several  years,  the  Supervisors  have 
levied  a  7-cent  tax  for  this  purpose.  The  Playground  Commission,  in 
proposing  the  bond  issue,  has  declared  that  under  present  annual  tax  lim- 
itations it  would  take  twenty  years  to  consummate  the  program  that  would 
be  provided  for  by  the  bond  issue,  without  providing  for  new  develop- 
ment incident  to  the  growth  of  the  city. 

San  Francisco  is  particularly  in  need  of  public  playground  areas  be- 
cause of  its  closely  built-up  residential  areas.  The  proposed  bond  issue 
will  provide  for  little  more  than  half  of  the  required  minimum  of  play- 
ground space  believed  essential  for  city  children.  It  is  evident,  therefore, 
that  a  ''catch  up"  program  is  necessary  to  supplement  annual  tax  appro- 
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priations  if  the  city  is  to  keep  up,  in  a  measure,  with  its  playground 
requirements.   Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profosition  No.  58 

$2,000,000  McLaren  Park  Bonds — Approved 

This  bond  issue  is  to  purchase  the  balance  of  a  550'acre  tract  in  the 
south-eastern  section  of  the  city  to  be  developed  as  McLaren  Park.  The 
city  has  already  purchased  or  is  completing  the  purchase  of  small  parcels, 
approximating  120  acres,  at  a  cost  of  $392,000,  from  annual  budget  appro- 
priations made  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  It  is  estimated  by  the  City 
Engineer  that  $2,000,000  will  be  required  to  purchase  the  remaining  430 
acres  and  to  make  a  start  on  the  work  of  development. 

To  depend  upon  yearly  appropriations  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
would  not  only  delay  the  completion  of  the  project  for  ten  years  or 
more,  but  would  result  in  hardships  being  forced  upon  many  of  the  prop' 
erty  owners  within  the  proposed  park  area  who  cannot  improve  or  other' 
wise  dispose  of  their  holdings  which  have  been  placed  under  condemna- 
tion proceedings. 

If  the  tract  is  acquired,  the  Park  Commission  would  develop  the 
property  more  economically  and  satisfactorily  than  would  be  possible  by 
development  of  isolated  portions  without  knowledge  of  what  additional 
lands  might  later  be  secured. 

The  Bureau  recognizes  the  need  of  a  recreational  park  situated  in  the 
southern  section  of  the  city  and  believes  that  a  bond  issue  is  the  logical 
means,  and  the  only  fair  method  to  property  owners  affected,  of  acquiring 
the  proposed  site  for  McLaren  Park.  Recommended  that  this  bond  issue 
be  APPROVED. 

Profosition  No.  59  ■ 

$950,000  Aquatic  and  Marina  Parks  Bonds — Approved 

This  bond  issue  combines  two  purposes — the  construction  of  break- 
waters and  the  purchase  of  a  small  parcel  of  land  for  the  Aquatic  Park 
at  the  foot  of  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  the  extension  of  the  Marina  Park 
by  purchase  of  between  five  and  six  square  blocks  of  submerged  lands 
lying  between  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  park  and  the  United  States 
transport  docks  at  the  foot  of  Laguna  Street.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
breakwater  construction  will  cost  $450,000  and  the  land  purchases 
$400,000. 

The  Aquatic  Park  was  first  proposed  by  groups  of  interested  citizens 
in  1904.  In  1917  a  tract  of  land  in  the  proposed  park  area  was  acquired 
from  the  Southern  Pacific  Company.   Subsequently,  additional  lands  have 
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been  acquired  through  budget  appropriations  by  the  city  and  by  deed  of 
gift  from  the  state.  The  area  now  owned  by  the  city  totals  26.86  acres. 
Budget  appropriations  for  purchase  and  prehminary  engineering  costs 
have  totalled  $328,419. 

The  estimated  cost  of  completion  of  the  Aquatic  Park,  according  to 
plans  prepared  by  the  Park  Commission,  including  the  cost  of  the  break' 
waters  but  not  land  purchases,  is  $2,000,000.  The  amount  included  in 
the  bond  issue  for  this  improvement  is  therefore  only  an  initial  expendi' 
ture  for  improvements.  The  land  purchase  for  the  Aquatic  Park  included 
in  the  bond  issue  is  for  a  narrow  strip  of  tideland  extending  westerly  from 
the  Aquatic  Park  site  proper.  It  is  proposed  that  the  government  dock, 
now  located  on  the  proposed  park  site,  be  rebuilt  on  this  strip  of  land. 

The  purchase  of  additional  land  for  the  Marina  Park  is  proposed  to 
acquire  for  park  purposes  the  remaining  bay  waterfront  between  Fort 
Mason  and  the  Presidio  not  now  a  part  of  the  Marina  Park.  The  bond 
issue  would  provide  for  purchase  of  the  land,  but  not  for  its  improvement. 
It  is  now  practically  entirely  submerged. 

The  city  is  practically  committed  to  the  completion  of  the  Aquatic 
Park  because  of  land  acquisitions  which  have  been  made  to  date.  It  is 
believed  by  supporters  of  the  project  that  if  breakwaters  are  built  as  a 
unit  by  bond  funds,  other  improvements  can  be  made  piecemeal  from 
budget  appropriations.  The  principal  benefit  to  be  accomplished  by  the 
extension  of  the  Marina  Park  is  to  give  the  city  control  of  all  the  water' 
front  between  Fort  Mason  and  the  Presidio  and  to  prevent  objectionable 
use  of  the  area.  It  is  probable  that  the  area  would  be  developed  as  an 
extension  of  the  yacht  harbor  and  would  be  self-sustaining  from  rentals. 
Recommended  that  this  bond  issue  be  APPROVED. 

Profositton  No.  60 

$1,700,000  Municipal  Airport  Bonds — Approved 

This  bond  issue  is  for  the  acquisition  of  a  permanent  municipal 
airport  site  in  San  Mateo  County  and  for  its  development  and  equipment. 

San  Francisco  now  operates  Mills  Field,  east  of  San  Bruno  in  San 
Mateo  County,  as  a  municipal  airport.  The  site  is  leased  from  the  Mills 
estate.  About  $400,000  has  been  spent  from  budget  appropriations  for 
its  equipment,  improvement  and  operation.  The  bond  issue  does  not 
specifically  designate  the  purchase  of  Mills  Field,  but  leaves  the  site, 
anywhere  in  San  Mateo  County,  to  be  determined  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

In  determining  the  amount  of  a  bond  issue  necessary  for  the  acquisi' 
tion  and  development  of  an  airport  site,  the  City  Engineer  based  his 
estimates  on  the  cost  of  purchasing  the  Mills  Field  location.   This  included 
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the  area  at  present  used,  comprising  150  acres,  the  purchase  of  1475 
acres  of  additional  land,  the  reclamation  of  450  acres  of  tidelands,  the 
dredging  a  channel  on  the  north  end  of  the  proposed  field,  the  erection 
of  155,000  square  feet  of  hangar  space,  and  the  construction  of  runways, 
parking  areas,  lighting  facilities,  and  other  improvements. 

It  is  essential  that  any  city,  if  it  is  to  benefit  by  the  rapid  growth  of 
airplane  travel  and  air  trafiic,  shall  be  equipped  with  proper  landing  fields 
and  aircraft  accommodations.  San  Francisco,  by  the  leasing  and  develop' 
ment  of  Mills  Field,  has  recognizied  this  benefit  and  has  gained  for  itself 
a  place  on  the  airway  maps  of  the  nation. 

The  cost  of  purchasing  an  airport  site  in  this  vicinity  is  too  great  to 
be  attempted  by  annual  budget  appropriations,  and  therefore  a  bond  issue 
is  required  if  the  city  is  to  undertake  such  a  project.  Other  large  cities 
have  issued  bonds  for  airport  development.  St.  Louis  recently  voted 
$2,000,000  bonds  for  this  purpose. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  San  Francisco  should  have  proper  airport 
facilities.  It  would  have  been  better  if  the  Supervisors  had  agreed  on  a 
specific  site  and  limited  the  development  contemplated  by  the  bond  issue 
to  a  definite  project.  If  business-like  procedure  is  adopted  in  the  selection 
and  development  of  a  site  and  the  method  of  operation,  the  purposes  of 
the  bond  issue  will  be  beneficial.  Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Profosition  No.  61 

$1,000,000  Civic  Center  Improvement  Bofids — Approved 

This  bond  issue  is  to  complete  the  civic  center  as  originally  planned. 
It  is  estimated  that  it  will  cost  $500,000  to  acquire  the  remainder  of  the 
land  necessary  to  widen  Fulton  Street  to  Market  Street  to  its  full  width 
of  160  feet,  and  to  open  Leavenworth  Street  from  Market  to  McAllister 
Streets. 

It  is  estimated  that  $400,000  will  be  required  to  construct  a  facade  on 
Fulton  Street  from  Market  to  Hyde  Streets  to  conform  with  the  general 
design  of  the  civic  center  improvements.  The  remaining  $100,000  is  for 
completion  of  the  ornamental  paving  in  the  civic  center  plaza. 

During  the  period  from  July  1,  1919,  to  the  present,  $1,180,000  has 
been  spent  from  appropriations  in  annual  budgets  for  civic  center  devel' 
opment.  Of  this  amount,  $500,000  was  used  to  purchase  land  for  the 
opening  of  Fulton  and  Leavenworth  Streets  to  Market  Street.  The  pro- 
posed land  purchase  under  the  bond  issue  will  complete  the  project. 

San  Francisco's  civic  center  has  come  to  be  recognized  as  one  of  the 
finest  of  its  kind  in  any  city  in  the  country.  Its  development  is  a  matter 
of  city  policy  and  civic  pride,  as  evidenced  by  the  recent  approval  of  a 
$4,000,000  bond  issue  for  the  construction  of  an  opera  house  and  war 
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[  memorial  on  property  facing  the  City  Hall  on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  to  sup' 
:  plement  $2,000,000  raised  by  private  subscription  for  the  same  purpose. 
Recommended  that  this  bond  issue  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  62 

$750,000  Broadway  Tunnel  Bonds — Approved 

This  bond  issue  is  for  the  city's  share  of  the  cost  to  build  a  tunnel 
under  Broadway  from  Larkin  to  Mason  Streets.  The  total  cost  is  estimated 
at  $1,500,000.  It  is  proposed  that  the  city  pay  $750,000  and  that  the 
balance  be  raised  by  levying  an  assessment  on  the  districts  to  be  most 
directly  benefited  by  the  improvement.  The  plans  call  for  a  twin  bore 
2300  feet  long,  including  approaches,  each  tube  being  26.5  feet  wide  and 
19.75  feet  in  height.  Each  tube  will  accommodate  two  lanes  of  vehicular 
traffic  and  a  5. 5 -foot  sidewalk. 

The  Broadway  tunnel  was  first  proposed  in  the  report  on  the  street 
railway  situation  by  Bion  J.  Arnold  in  1912  as  a  method  of  handHng  traffic 
for  the  1915  World's  Fair.  At  that  time  it  was  proposed  as  a  combined 
street  railway  and  vehicular  tunnel.  Since  that  time,  automobile  traffic 
has  increased  more  than  ten  times,  and  street  railway  lines  have  been 
satisfactorily  routed,  so  that  only  a  vehicular  tunnel  is  now  contemplated. 

P  This  tunnel  will  aid  materially  in  relieving  the  traffic  congestion  from 
the  financial  and  wholesale  districts  in  the  area  bounded  by  Market  and 
Kearny  Streets,  Telegraph  Hill,  and  the  bay  on  the  east.  The  present 
outlets  to  the  large  residential  areas  to  the  west  of  these  districts  are: 
(1)  Pine  and  Bush  Streets  to  the  southwest,  (2)  Columbus  Avenue 
northerly,  and  (3)  Pacific  Street. 

Pacific  Street  is  the  only  street  with  a  practicable  grade  to  cross  the 
hills  to  the  west  of  the  financial  district  for  more  than  a  mile  between 
Pine  and  Bay  Streets.  It  is  49  feet  wide,  with  ten'foot  sidewalks  on  either 
side,  while  Broadway  is  an  82. 5 -foot  street.  The  City  Engineer  believes 
that  it  is  more  practical  and  will  prove  more  economical  to  tunnel  Broad- 
way than  to  attempt  to  widen  Pacific  Street  to  accommodate  pressing 
traffic  needs. 

There  is  a  question  whether  the  assessment  districts  should  pay  the 
entire  cost  of  this  improvement.  It  is  generally  conceded,  however,  that 
the  tunnel  will  benefit  the  city  as  a  whole,  as  well  as  the  property  con' 
sidered  directly  affected,  and,  therefore,  it  is  contended  that  the  city 
should  bear  part  of  the  cost.  A  bond  issue  is  the  only  practical  method 
to  raise  at  one  time  the  entire  sum  necessary  to  complete  the  project  as 
quickly  as  possible,  once  construction  is  undertaken.  Recommended  that 
this  bond  issue  be  APPROVED. 
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Governmental  Changes  Due  to  l^ovemher  Election 

Nine  of  the  ten  charter  amendments  that  were  approved  by  vote  of 
the  people  at  the  November  election  have  been  ratified  by  the  Legislature 
and  will  soon  become  effective;  ratification  of  the  amendment  relative  to 
detective  sergeants  has  been  held  up  by  the  Legislature  at  the  request  of 
the  Supervisors  and  Police  Department  officials.  Of  the  ten  amendments 
approved,  five  may  be  classed  as  ''major"'  on  the  basis  of  their  govern' 
mental  effect. 

City  Plan  Commission 

Among  these  is  the  amendment  creating  a  City  Planning  Commission. 
By  its  provisions,  2;oning,  set'back  lines  and  other  city  planning  matters 
will  be  handled  by  a  commission  of  five  members  appointed  by  the  Mayor. 
Such  mattcir  have  heretofore  been  handled  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
with  t^  e.  former  City  Planning  Commission  serving  only  in  an  advisory 
capacity  The  elV-^tct  of  the  amendment  will  be  to  take  many  matters  of 
detail  out  r.f  he  province  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  place  these 
under  the  control  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  with  provision,  how- 
ever, ff.i  hearing  by  the  Supervisors  on  any  proposal  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  initiated  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion  or  where 
owners  of  twenty  per  cent  or  more  of  the  property  affected  file  a  protest. 

City  planning  in  San  Francisco  has  heretofore  been  considered  as 
applying  only  to  changes  and  revisions  in  established  "■2;ones''''  of  property 
on  the  basis  of  the  use  to  which  such  property  is  put,  the  zoning  of 
newly  opened  areas,  and  establishment  of  set-back  lines  in  residential 
areas.  Under  the  amendment,  however,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
is  required  to  make  and  maintain  a  plan  of  the  physical  development  of 
the  City  and  County,  including  the  general  location  and  character  of 
highways,  recreational  areas,  public  buildings  and  other  public  ways  or 
places  and  the  Commission  is  required  to  consult  and  cooperate  with  other 
city  departments  in  the  development  of  such  city  plans.  These  provisions 
furnish  the  basis  for  the  formulation  of  a  "master  plan"  for  the  develop- 
ment of  San  Francisco  and  contiguous  suburban  territory  if  the  City 
Planning  Commission  soon  to  be  appointed  uses  the  opportunity  for  con- 
structive development  that  is  given  it  by  such  provisions. 

Library  Tax 

Another  amendment  of  importance  governmentally  changes  the  rate 
of  taxation  that  may  be  levied  for  library  purposes,  establishing  a  mini- 
mum of  3%  cents  per  year,  in  lieu  of  the  former  specification  of  this 
same  rate  as  a  maximum.  It  has  been  urged  that  the  former  maximum 
rate  restricted  annual  appropriations  to  an  inadequate  amount  for  proper 
library  development  and  operation  and  that,  because  of  insufficient  appro- 
priations, the  San  Francisco  Library  lagged  behind  the  library  services 
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established  by  other  large  cities.  The  effect  of  the  amendment  will  be  to 
require  the  Supervisors  to  appropriate  at  least  the  former  maximum, 
approximately  $300,000  a  year,  plus  such  additional  sums  for  branches, 
books,  cost  of  operation,  etc.,  as  the  Board  of  Library  Trustees  may 
request  and  the  Supervisors  approve. 

Securing  Cash  Discounts 

Another  important  amendment  from  the  governmental  standpoint 
deals  with  the  establishment  of  a  Purchaser's  Revolving  Fund,  by  the 
operation  of  which  the  city  may  pay  its  bills  for  material,  supplies  and 
equipment  with  sufficient  speed  to  take  advantage  of  ordinary  commercial 
discounts.  For  the  purposes  of  operating  this  special  fund,  charter  pro' 
cedure  and  restrictions  dealing  with  disbursements  are  eliminated  and 
replaced  by  other  auditing  safeguards.  The  old  charter  procedure  required 
an  average  period  of  one  month  for  the  payment  of  bills,  and  thus  pre 
vented  payment  of  invoices  in  time  to  secure  discounts  on  the  city's 
$4,000,000  annual  material  and  supply  bills. 

War  Memorial  and  Land  for  Federal  Building 

Two  other  amendments  are  of  importance  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
city's  development.  One  provides  for  the  creation  of  a  War  Memorial 
Board  of  eleven  members  appointed  by  the  Mayor  subject  to  confirmation 
by  the  Supervisors  to  have  charge  of  the  construction,  maintenance, 
management  and  operation  of  the  War  Memorial,  now  under  construction 
on  'Van  Ness  Avenue  opposite  the  City  Hall.  The  creation  of  such  a 
Board  vested  with  adequate  powers  was  found  to  be  necessary  to  provide 
for  the  merging  of  two  separate  funds  dedicated  to  war  memorial  pur' 
poses  —  the  $2,000,000  fund  subscribed  several  years  ago  by  private 
citi2;ens,  out  of  which  present  construction  work  is  being  financed,  and  the 
$4,000,000  bond  issue  for  war  memorial  purposes  voted  by  the  people  in 
June,   1927. 

The  other  amendment  empowers  the  Board  of  Supervisors  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  such  Board  may  require  to  deed  to  the  federal 
government  land  in  the  Civic  Center  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Hyde  and 
Fulton  Streets  for  a  federal  building.  Approval  of  the  policy  of  donating 
such  land  was  expressed  by  the  people  at  the  election  of  1927  and  the 
approval  of  the  charter  amendment  at  the  last  election  vests  the  Super' 
visors  with  the  power  necessary  to  turn  over  the  land  if  the  federal 
government  can  be  induced  to  locate  its  proposed  new  building  on  a  site 
at  this  location. 

Other  Amendments  Adopted 

Another  amendment  of  importance  from  a  governmental  standpoint 
provides  for  minor  changes  in  the  existing  firemen's  pension  system. 
Although  the  proposed  amendment  may  in  part  be  of  benefit  to  the  city 
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by  retaining  trained  fire  fighters  in  the  city  service,  it  in  part  extends  and 
expands  existing  fire  pension  benefits  and  ignores  necessary  fundamental 
changes  deemed  desirable  along  the  lines  of  sound  pension  legislation. 
This  carried  by  a  majority  of  only  471  votes  and  was  the  only  one  of 
seven  fire  or  police  pension  amendments  that  was  approved  by  the  people. 
The  other  amendments  adopted  are  of  a  minor  or  routine  nature  from 
a  governmental  standpoint  and  provide  as  follows:  (1)  To  ratify  the 
acceptance  from  the  federal  government  of  land  on  which  the  Palace  of 
Fine  Arts  stands;  (2)  to  authorize  routine  changes  and  improvements  in 
the  retirement  system  for  general  employees;  (3)  to  simplify  the  matter 
of  signing  school  demands;  and  (4)  to  require  that  detective  sergeants 
shall  be  heard  by  the  Police  Commission  before  they  may  be  removed 
from  the  detective  detail. 

Detective  Sergeants  Amendment 

It  was  recently  discovered  that  the  adoption  of  the  so'called  "detec- 
tive sergeants"  amendment  had  the  unintentional  effect  of  abolishing  the 
offices  of  captain  of  detectives  and  captain  of  traffic.  The  amendment 
in  its  original  form  was  a  companion  measure  to  an  amendment  drafted 
by  the  Police  Commission;  the  latter  specified  the  number  of  captains 
and  lieutenants,  including  the  captain  of  detectives  and  the  captain  of 
traffic  (heretofore  specified  in  the  charter  section  dealing  with  detective 
sergeants),  made  minor  changes  in  disciplinary  powers,  and  made  impor- 
tant  revisions  in  the  police  pension  system. 

These  two  amendments  were  approved  by  the  Judiciary  Committee 
and  by  the  Police  Commission  and  were  recommended  as  a  single  amend' 
ment  in  the  Committee's  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Board 
of  Supervisors,  at  the  request  of  the  police  officials,  separated  the  section 
dealing  with  detective  sergeants,  which  appeared  on  the  ballot  as  amend' 
ment  No.  29;  the  remainder  of  the  amendment  appeared  on  the  ballot  as 
charter  amendment  No.  30. 

As  a  result,  the  adoption  of  No.  29  by  the  people  and  the  failure  of 
No.  30  to  receive  the  necessary  majority  vote  had  the  effect  of  repealing 
the  old  provisions  relative  to  detective  sergeants  and  the  pay  and  posi' 
tions  of  captain  of  detectives  and  captain  of  traffic,  and  substituted  there 
for  the  provisions  of  amendment  No.  29  relative  to  detective  sergeants. 
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The  1929-30  Budget 


The  budget  for  1929-30,  which  was  passed  to  print  by  the  Supervisors 
on  Thursday,  May  23,  and  will  be  finally  passed  on  Monday,  June  3, 
totals  $26,023,587,  an  increase  of  only  $252,655  over  the  budget  of  the 
current  year.  The  budget  as  proposed  by  the  Finance  Committee  was 
frankly  based  on  a  policy  of  retrenchment  due  to  existing  economic  con- 
ditions,  some  of  which  are  nation  wide  in  application. 

The  revenue  estimates  of  the  Finance  Committee  indicated  that  in- 
creases in  revenue  for  next  year  would  be  less  than  normal.  Its  budget 
report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  stated: 

''Your  Finance  Committee  there fore^  acting  on  the  best  advices 
which  it  has  been  able  to  obtain^  is  conff^onted  zvith  the  prospect  of  a 
diminution  of  the  annual  average  increased  income  for  San  Fran- 
cisco during  the  fiscal  year  1929-30,  and  in  consequence,  believes  it 
to  be  its  duty  to  recommend  a  policy  of  careful  conservation  of 
expenditures  for  the  com-ing  year,  io  the  end  that  the  average  prop- 
erty owner  whose  personal  income  is  affected  by  these  general  condi- 
tions may  not  be  burdened  zvith  an  increase  of  municipal  taxation." 

The  accompanying  table  shows  a  net  increase  in  budget  items  of 
$252,655,  exclusive  of  schools,  which  during  the  last  several  years  have 
been  separately  budgeted.  An  increase  of  $700,000  in  the  amount  required 
for  bond  interest  and  redemption  is  largely  offset  by  a  decrease  of 
$447,345  in  the  total  of  all  other  budget  appropriations.  The  largest 
departmental  increases  are  $50,000  each  for  police,  health  and  library; 
fire,  $43,390;  fire  and  general  pensions,  $38,847;  and  tax  judgments, 
$30,000.  The  largest  decreases  are  $450,000  for  improvements  under  the 
control  of  the  Supervisors  and  the  Park  Commission,  and  $245,545  in 
the  budget  appropriation  for  street  repair  and  reconstruction  work.  The 
latter  item,  however,  is  practically  a  transfer  and  is  to  be  financed  out  of 
the  unbudgeted  County  Road  Fund  (refunds  from  the  State  of  part  of 
gasoline  tax  and  vehicle  licenses). 

The  tentative  budget  estimate  for  schools  is  shown  as  $10,748,179, 
but  it  is  stated  that,  when  finally  adopted,  this  will  be  only  $100,000 
larger  than  last  year's  appropriation  of  $10,419,138. 

Requests  for  appropriations  filed  with  the  Finance  Committee  totaled 
nearly  $29,000,000,  and  the  budget  as  adopted  lopped  off  about  $8,100,000 
of  these.  During  consideration  of  the  proposed  budget  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  various  additions  totaling  $675,220,  and  various  decreases 
totaling  about  $71,000  were  proposed  by  members  thereof.  The  largest 
items  of  increase  urged  by  individual  Supervisors  were  Third  Street 
Bridge,  $250,000,  Palace  of  Fine  Arts,  $150,000,  and  County  Jail, 
$100,000. 
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Relative  to  the  proposed  appropriation  of  part  of  the  cost  of  recon- 
structing the  Third  Street  Bridge,  the  Chairmen  of  the  Finance  and  the 
Streets  Committees  stated  that  funds  would  be  available,  out  of  expected 
reimbursements  to  the  County  Road  Fund,  to  meet  the  city's  share  of  the 
cost  of  this  improvement  as  soon  as  plans  for  construction  and  financing 
can  be  developed  and  agreed  upon.  It  was  estimated  that  the  preparation 
of  plans  and  the  determination  of  the  method  of  financing  would  require 
at  least  six  months  before  a  contract  for  construction  could  be  let.  The 
Chairman  of  the  Streets  Committee  stated  that  in  his  judgment  the  city  s 
share  of  the  cost  would  not  exceed  $100,000. 

Consideration  of  the  budget  from  the  standpoint  of  the  tax-rate  it  will 
require  is  complicated  this  year  by  the  tax  legislation  recently  enacted  at 
Sacramento.  Heretofore,  those  classes  of  personal  property  known  as 
"solvent  credits''  and  "foreign  securities"  have  been  assessed  at  a  small 
percentage  of  their  full  values.  The  resulting  assessed  valuation  has  then 
been  subject  to  the  city-county  rate-$3.96  last  year,  or  $3.80  if  declared 
and  paid  as  unsecured  personal  property  under  the  prior  year's  rate.  Un- 
der the  new  law,  each  is  to  be  assessed  at  full  value  and  taxed  at  a  state- 
wide rate  of  10  cents  per  $100  for  "solvent  credits,"  and  20  cents  for 
"foreign  securities". 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BUDGET  FOR  1929-1930 

1929-30 


1927-28  1928-29       Request 

Item  or  Purpose                            Budget  Budget     ^^^?[^^^g 

pervisors  &  Operaf  g  Funds $1,166  155  $1,308,555  *$M34  3fl 

pervisors-Capital    Expendt  rs..      554.000  626.000       4,165.915 

seal  Offcs.    (inc.   Reappraisal)....      722,580  667,740          719,74U 

Sns'''"*"    ""  incidentals 166.385          186.555 

Sf'^fflc^-aMuu^ation:::::::::;::  182:753  242,170     236,800 

Ka?^?.5^!,r^oSoIs::::::::::      :  :       J  : 

l-^-fr:t^e7- ""'  ^^^°.":::.  1.   '.st  i.m'.oi?   2.I : 

!ctHcTtv                    .■■■■          226  070  236,180          264.890 

^^"'^^"^^     3  314,615  3,388.205       3,954,182 

"^t ^ 3.324,892  3,507.712      3,902,335 

^rkL'"MaTnt)^ind-Museums •946,000  990.000       1.  0  .710 

arks-Capital    Expenditures    309.140  653,940       i.^ll.^U^ 

S^ataT?"'"  ^"'  ^'"■:::::::      :  So  SS     lltZ 

ax   Judimtnts ::    -  190  000  218.735        *230  000 

IfiremtfuFund-General   448.344  519,230            59,0  0 

ire  Pensions  &  Exempt  Firemen      350.000  435,000        *|00.000 

dice    Pensions— Deficit    - 140^0   l^^j^   ZibM'J 

ciiih  Total                                 20,030,002  21,326,248     28,987,188 

ond  InterLst" •  and" Redemption....^52^1  _M44^4    ^81^5 

Total     24.282.213  25.770.932    34.178,847     26.023,587 

:OTAL— CITY   AND   COUNTY....34.288.983     36,262.070    44.917,026     36,623,587 


Budget 

as         Increase 

Decrease 

Adopted 

$1,389,155 
461.000 

$  —9,400 
—165,000 

670,715 

$  2.975 

172,535 

6,150 

412,220 

—13,660 

231,170 

—11,000 

447,940 

1V950 

745,562 

503 

161,980 

—245,545 

1,778,342 

2.245 

235,880 

— 300 

3,431,595 

43.390 

3,557,712 

50.000 

2,385,345 

50.000 

1,147,000 

6.500 

990,000 

368,940 

—285,000 

560,000 

350,000 

50'.  000 

248,735 

30,000 

537,000 

17,770 

456,077 

21,077 

140,000 

20.878,903 

—447.345 

5,144,684 

7  06, 006 

26,023,587 

252,655  Net      

Est. 

10,600,000 

*Not  filed,   or  incomplete. 
tTentative. 
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Last  year's  assessed  valuation  for  these  two  classes  of  property  in  San 
Francisco  approximated  $20,000,000  and  produced  a  tax  revenue  of  nearly 
$750,000.  If  the  same  property  that  was  assessed  last  year  at  a  small 
percentage  of  its  value  appears  on  this  year's  roll  at  100  per  cent  of  its 
value,  it  will  be  subject  to  a  rate  of  10  or  20  cents  per  $100,  as  the  case 
may  be,  and  the  tax  revenue  derived  therefrom  will  be  over  $300,000 
short  of  last  year's  tax  revenue  from  the  same  property. 

Despite  this  shrinkage  of  tax  revenue,  a  conservative  estimate  of  mis- 
cellaneous revenues  and  of  increases  in  the  assessed  valuation  of  other 
personal  property,  real  property  and  improvements  that  are  subject  to 
the  city  and  county  rate,  indicates  that  the  expenditure  program  as  estab- 
lished by  the  budget  (with  education  estimated  at  $10,600,000)  can  be 
financed  by  a  rate  of  $3.96  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  and  that  possi- 
bly this  rate  may  be  reduced. 

Other  elements  of  expenditure  may  affect  the  tax-rate,  however,  as 
additions  to  the  expenditure  program  established  by  the  budget.  A  recent 
dispatch  from  Sacramento  states  that  the  provisions  of  the  old  age  pension 
bill,  to  go  into  effect  the  first  of  next  year,  will  apply  to  1072  persons  in 
San  Francisco.  If  so,  this  will  require  a  county  expenditure  of  $96,000 
during  the  next  fiscal  year. 

A  suit  involving  teachers'  pay,  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  Superior  Court  and  now  being  appealed  by  the  city,  is  estimated  to 
involve  $112,000  for  the  517  teachers  suing  and  $600,000  for  all  teachers. 
A  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  tax  of  $300,000,  also  dependent  on  court 
action  on  appeal,  would  require  a  levy  of  about  85  per  cent,  or  $255,000, 
on  San  Francisco  property. 

The  requirements  of  these  three  items  total  $946,000  and  if  they  must 
be  provided  in  the  coming  tax-rate,  will  require  an  additional  12  cents. 
Likewise,  the  adoption  of  salary  standardization  will  involve  some  in- 
crease, the  amount  of  which  cannot  now  be  estimated. 
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T^ovemher  Ballot  Proposals 

The  eight  propositions  on  the  November  ballot  consist  of  six  "declara' 
tions  of  policy"  submitted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  one  ordinance 
(Municipal  Court)  referred  to  the  people  by  the  Board  in  accordance 
with  State  law,  and  one  initiative  ordinance  providing  for  the  "fill'and- 
cover"  method  of  refuse  disposal. 

Of  the  eight  proposals,  the  six  declarations  of  policy  deal  with  mat- 
ters that  could  and  should  have  been  handled  by  the  legislative  body. 
Some  of  these  are  much  too  complex  to  permit  of  adequate  consideration 
and  intelligent  decision  by  the  medium  of  popular  vote.  Four  of  these 
declarations  of  policy,  as  well  as  the  fiU-and-cover  initiative  ordinance, 
will  !have  little  effect  without  the  provision  of  large  sums  of  money  to 
meet  the  capital  expenditures  required  by  each;  these  should  have  been 
submitted  as  bond  issue  proposals  to  secure  an  unmistakable  expression 
from  the  voters  and  an  expression  that  could  have  been  carried  into  effect 
soon  after  the  November  election. 

The  Bureau  has  felt  hampered  in  its  consideration  of  several  of  the 
proposals  by  uncertainty  as  to  details  (not  specified  in  such  proposals)  of 
various  plans  that  might  be  developed  under  each,  but  has  made  its 
recommendations  on  the  basis  of  its  understanding  of  the  factors  involved 
in  each. 

PROPOSITION  No.  1.  "Shall  garbage  be  disposed  of 
by  incineration?" 

This  is  practically  an  alternative  measure  to  proposal  No.  8.  The 
city's  health  and  engineering  officials,  as  well  as  State  health  officials, 
have  proposed  incineration  as  the  method  of  refuse  disposal  for  San 
Francisco,  and  these  officials  have  likewise  opposed  ''fill  and  cover" 
because  of  the  potential  health  menace  that  this  would  create  under  the 
conditions  existant  here.  The  small  area  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  would  necessitate  locating  any  proposed  fill  in  close  proximity 
to  shipping,  industrial  or  residential  sections,  with  the  resultant  danger 
of  rat  infection.  Only  a  few  of  the  larger  cities,  notably  Seattle,  use  fill 
and  cover,  this  method  finding  its  largest  use  in  small  communities  where 
the  health  and  sanitation  problems  are  not  so  great. 

The  trend  in  municipal  disposal,  as  far  as  the  Bureau  is  informed,  is 
toward  incineration,  and  although  this  method  may  be  somewhat  more 
costly  than  other  methods  of  disposal,  it  seems  to  be  the  most  desirable 
from  the  standpoint  of  municipal  health  and  sanitation. 

Incineration  practise  has  developed  greatly  since  the  war.    There  are 
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now  in  operation  many  plants  in  which  the  smoke  and  odor  nuisances, 
the  chief  objections  to  this  method,  have  been  reduced  to  a  minimum. 
In  many  cities  these  modern  plants  have  been  located  in  residential  and 
business  districts  without  occasioning  complaint  or  creating  a  nuisance. 
New  York  City,  where  various  methods  of  disposal,  such  as  dumping 
at  sea,  fill,  and  reduction  have  been  tried,  has  adopted  incineration  as  its 
disposal  method  and  will  ultimately  have  23  plants  in  operation.  The 
majority  of  the  larger  cities  in  the  United  States,  Canada  and  Europe  use 
incineration  for  the  disposal  of  a  part  or  all  of  their  refuse. 

The  Bureau  recommends  YES  on  Proposition  No.  1. 

PROPOSITION  No.  2.  "Shall  the  City  establish  a 
municipally  owned  and  operated  system  for  the 
collection  of  garbage?" 

At  the  present  time  and  under  existing  Charter  powers,  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  is  empowered  to  establish  a  municipal  garbage-collection 

system.  Municipalization  of  the  collection  service  will  no  doubt  be  effected 
ultimately,  although  probably  not  for  a  period  of  years.  The  questions 
involved  in  Proposition  No.  2  are  those  of  (1)  timeliness,  (2)  lack  of 
funds,  and  (3)  effect  on  present  service  and  municipal  regulation  thereof 
if  the  proposition  is  approved. 

Estimates  compiled  by  the  Bureau  as  part  of  a  study  which  it  has 
been  making  for  the  last  two  years  of  the  present  collection  system  and 
rates  therefor  indicate  that  a  municipal  collection  system  may  involve  a 
first  cost  for  plant  and  equipment  of  $650,000  or  more,  which,  under  a 
10-year  bond  issue,  would  average  at  least  $80,000  a  year  for  debt  charges 
for  the  first  ten  years.  These  estimates  also  indicate  an  approximate  cost 
for  labor  (based  on  the  present  scavenger  force),  maintenance,  operation 
and  depredation  of  $1,370,000  per  year. 

The  proposal,  when  considered  by  the  Supervisors,  attracted  very 
little  debate  and  no  dicussion  was  had,  nor  determination  made,  of  the 
policies  under  which  the  proposed  municipal  collection  service  would  be 
conducted.  If  the  cost  of  proposed  municipal  collection  should  be  pro- 
vided out  of  the  tax-rate,  as  is  the  almost  universal  practice  in  cities 
handling  their  own  refuse  collection  activities,  this  would  involve  a  sharp 
increase  in  taxation,  amounting  approximately  to  17  cents  per  $100  in  the 
tax-rate. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  when  the  voting  of  bonds  for  the  acquisition 
of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  System  was  proposed,  it  was  generally  agreed 
that  the  conduct  of  this  important  activity  could  not  be  satisfactorily 
handled  by  the  city  government  as  at  present  organized,  and  the  bond 
issue  received  general  support  only  with  the  understanding  that  a  public 
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Utilities  commission  would  be  created  to  have  charge  of  the  management 
and  operation  of  the  system. 

The  forces  employed  in  refuse  collection  are  larger  than  those  en- 
gaged in  water  distribution,  and  the  contact  and  relations  with  cus- 
tomers are  much  more  frequent  and  intimate;  therefore,  there  is  as  much, 
if  not  more,  reason  for  urging  an  improvement  in  existing  city  adminis- 
trative and  organization  methods,  prior  to  taking  over  the  function  of 
refuse  collection,  than  existed  in  the  case  of  water  distribution.  The 
municipalization  of  such  an  important  activity  might  well  be  deferred 
until  various  necessary  changes  in  the  city's  legislative  and  administrative 
organization  and  procedure  have  been  made  effective. 

In  the  Bureau's  study  of  the  refuse  collection  procedure  and  rates, 
report  on  which  will  be  available  shortly  after  election,  specific  proposals 
are  made  for  improving  and  adjusting  the  schedule  of  rates  and  estab- 
lishing rates  for  all  premises  served,  also  for  improving  the  collection 
service  and  establishing  this  on  a  basis  of  complete  responsibility  for 
control  and  regulation  by  municipal  authorities. 

If  this  proposition  be  adopted — inasmuch  as  it  provides  no  appropria- 
tion for  original  acquisition  of  plant  and  equipment,  and  the  amounts 
required  therefor  are  probably  too  large  to  be  provided  in  annual  bud- 
gets— such  adoption  will  probably  materially  complicate  the  existing 
scavenger  service,  interfere  with  the  city's  present  power  of  regulating 
this,  and  increase  the  difficulties  of  improving  rates,  service,  regulation, 
etc.,  as  contemplated  in  the  Bureau's  forthcoming  report.  Such  compli- 
cations might  continue,  possibly  for  a  period  of  years,  until  such  time  as 
necessary  funds  would  be  provided  by  vote  of  the  people  on  a  bond  issue 
proposed  for  such  purpose. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above,  the  Bureau  recommends  NO  on  Propo- 
sition No.  2. 

PROPOSITION  No.  3.  "Shall  the  City  establish  a 
municipally  owned  and  operated  system  for  the 
disposal  of  garbage?" 

PROPOSITION  No.  4.  Shall  the  City  enter  into  a 
contract  for  the  private  construction  and  operation 
of  an  incinerator,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  City  to 
acquire  such  from  the  builder  thereof? 

Propositions  Nos.  3  and  4  are  alternative,  one  to  the  other.  The 
proposition  involving  municipal  construction  and  operation  of  an  incin- 
erator was  considered  as  possibly  not  productive  of  the  early  construction 
of  a  plant,  because  of  present  lack  of  funds  for  the  construction  of  such 
a  plant,  the  undesirability  of  submitting  any  additional  bond  issue  in  the 
near  future,  and  the  uncertainty  as  to  whether  a  bond  issue  for  $1,000,000 
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for  incinerator  purposes  would  be  approved  by  the  necessary  two'thirds 
vote. 

Proposition  No.  4,  providing  for  construction  and  operation  of  an 
incinerator  by  contract,  is  completely  undeveloped.  It  is  stated  that  the 
larger  companies  throughout  the  country  manufacturing  and  constructing 
incinerators  would  not  be  interested  in  a  contract  involving  operation. 
It  is  probable  that  any  such  person,  firm  or  corporation  entering  into  a 
contract  with  the  city  to  build  and  operate  an  incinerator  would  insist, 
as  one  of  the  provisions  of  such  contract,  that  the  city,  by  proper  regU' 
lation,  inspection  and  police  power,  see  that  all  refuse  collected  be  deliv- 
ered to  the  incinerator.  Unless  the  scavengers'  organizations  now  en- 
gaged in  the  collection  of  refuse  should  organize  for  the  purpose  of 
financing  and  securing  such  contract,  and  be  awarded  such  contract  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  it  is  probable  that  contract  operation  of  an 
incinerator  would  be  productive  of  unending  disputes  between  the  con- 
tractor and  the  scavengers  relative  to  the  delivery  of  all  materials;  and 
because  of  the  scavengers'  present  practice  of  salvaging  paper,  rags  and 
other  combustibles  from  the  material  now  collected,  that  the  city  would 
have  an  almost  impossible  task  in  attempting  to  enforce  delivery  to  the 
incinerator  contractor  of  all  refuse  collected  by  the  scavengers  from  the 
various  premises  throughout  the  city. 

Because  of  these  uncertainties  and  possible  conflicts  and  controversies, 
the  Bureau  recommends: 

YES  on  Proposition  No.  3,  municipal  incineration? 

NO  on  Proposition  No.  4,  contract  incineration. 

PROPOSITION  No.  5.    "Municipal  Court." 

This  is  an  ordinance,  submitted  by  the  Supervisors  to  the  voters  in 
accordance  with  State  law,  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a  municipal 
court  in  San  Francisco.  Under  such  State  law,  the  court  would  be  com- 
posed of  twelve  judges,  paid  $6,000  a  year,  who  would  be  required  to 
serve  full  time  and  would  be  prohibited  from  engaging  in  private  practice. 
The  municipal  court  would  replace  the  present  four  police  courts  and  five 
justice-of-the-peace  courts  in  the  City  and  County.  The  police  judges 
are  now  paid  $3,600  per  year  and  the  justices  of  the  peace,  $5,400  per 
year;  they  are  not  required  to  serve  full  time  nor  are  they  prohibited 
from  private  practice. 

The  municipal  court  would  be  a  court  of  record  and  would  have 
jurisdiction  in  civil  cases  involving  litigation  up  to  $2,000.  The  court 
would  handle  a  large?  percentage  of  the  smaller  cases  that  now  go  to  the 
superior  court.  It  is  contended  that  it  would  operate  to  materially  expe- 
dite judicial  procedure  in  San  Francisco,  and  that  benefits  derived  from 
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municipal  court  operation  in  Los  Angeles  would  be  duplicated  in  San 
Francisco. 

It  is  probable  that  the  municipal  court  will  involve  some  shght  in- 
crease in  expense  over  present  police  and  justices'  courts,  which  should  be 
relatively  unimportant,  however,  in  view  of  the  improved  organization 
and  procedure  that  the  municipal  court  system  should  bring. 

The  Bureau  recommends  YES  on  Proposition  No.  5. 

PROPOSITION  No.  6.    "Shall  the  City  acquire  by 
purchase  for  playground  purposes  a  tract  of  land 
of  approximately  505  feet  frontage,  extending  in  a 
northwesterly  direction  from  Sea  Cliff  Avenue  to 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  said  tract  to  include  the  beach 
or  ocean  front,  commonly  known  as  'China  Beach' 
or  'China  Cove,'  the  purchase  price  of  said  prop- 
erty not  to  exceed  ^250,000.00?" 
The  land  proposed  to  be  acquired  is  beach  frontage  in  the  Sea  Cliff 
residential  tract.    The  purchase  price,  not  to  exceed  $250,000,  covers 
only  the  bare  land  involved,  with  no  estimates  of  the  probable  cost  of 
developing  this  for  pleasure-beach  purposes,  nor  of  possible  damages  to 
adjacent  high  valued  residential  property  that  would  be  incurred  by  the 
development  of  a  pleasure  beach  in  close  proximity  if  such  beach  would 
attract  large  numbers  of  people.   The  city's  health  authorities  have  stated 
that  the  beach  is  now  completely  unfit  for  bathing  or  other  pleasure 
purposes,  due  to  the  depositing  by  the  tides  of  sewage  from  one  of  the 
city's  main  sewers  which  empties  near  China  Beach.    It  has  been  roughly 
estimated  by  the  City  Engineer  that  the  extension  of  this  sewer  outlet  to 
a  point  where  the  tides  would  not  return  sewage  to  the  beach  would 
cost  from  $4,000,000  to  $5,000,000. 

The  acquisition  of  land  for  the  development  of  this  property  for 
bathing  beach  purposes  seems  to  be  an  alternative  to  the  proposed 
Aquatic  Park  development  with  safeguarded  bathing  facilities,  for  which 
a  bond  issue  of  $950,000  was  proposed  last  year.  The  Bureau  favored 
the  Aquatic  Park  bond  issue;  it  recommends  NO  on  Proposition  No.  6. 

PROPOSITION  No.  7.  "Shall  the  City  acquire  a  tract 
of  land  bounded  by  Lewis  street,  Webster  street, 
Marina  boulevard  and  Laguna  street,  said  tract  to 
be  acquired  and  used   for  the  extension  of  the 
Marina  Park,  the  purchase  price  of  said  tract  not 
to  exceed  ^400,000.00?" 
This  land  is  stated  as  required  for  the  extension  of  the  Yacht  Harbor. 
The  declaration  of  policy  for  municipal  acquisition  at  the  present  time 
is  stated  as  necessary  to  prevent  the  development  and  use  of  the  property 
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by  commercial  interests.  Funds  for  the  proposed  acquisition  were  in- 
cluded in  a  proposed  bond  issue  last  year  which,  however,  failed  to  carry. 
This  is  one  of  the  proposals  that,  to  be  made  effective,  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  people  in  the  form  of  a  bond  issue.  Had  it  been  con- 
sidered by  the  Supervisors  as  a  bond  issue  proposition  to  be  submitted 
to  the  people,  it  is  not  likely  that  it  would  have  been  considered  as  the 
city's  most  outstanding  need.  While  not  in  agreement  with  the  method 
of  submitting  the  matter  to  the  people,  the  Bureau  recommends  YES  for 
Proposition  No.  7. 

PROPOSITION  No.  8.  Initiative  ordinance  to  provide 
for  disposal  of  refuse  by  "fillnand-cover"  method. 

This  proposition,  as  previously  stated,  is  a  practical  alternative  tc 
Proposition  No.  1.  If  adopted,  it  will  have  all  of  the  effect  of  a  charter 
amendment  and  can  be  changed  only  by  vote  of  the  people  or,  as  pro- 
vided in  Section  10,  by  failure,  two  years  hence,  to  vote  bonds  necessary 
to  carry  out  its  purposes. 

Section  3  of  the  ordinance  provides  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
shall  forthwith  acquire  land  within  a  designated  area  in  the  Bay  View 
District  (South  Basin),  sufficient  for  the  deposit  of  all  refuse  produced 
within  the  city  within  a  period  of  two  years,  and  that  within  sixty  days 
of  the  passage  of  this  ordinance,  the  Supervisors  shall  make  necessary 
appropriations  to  acquire  such  property. 

This  is  a  manifest  impossibility,  as  the  city's  budget  has  already  been 
passed  and  the  tax-rate  to  fund  such  budget  already  fixed.  Furthermore, 
the  City  Engineer  has  stated  that  refuse  cannot  be  deposited  on  this  land, 
subject  to  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tides,  without  first  erecting  a  sea-wall 
for  the  purpose  of  restricting  such  refuse.  The  cost  of  such  sea-wall  has 
not  been  accurately  estimated,  but  it  would  probably  run  into  several 
millions  of  dollars.  How  and  when  such  funds  could  be  provided  is  not 
apparent  to  the  Bureau. 

Section  10  of  the  ordinance  provides  that  within  two  years,  the  Super- 
visors shall  submit  to  the  people  a  bond  issue  for  the  purpose  of  provid- 
ing funds  for  acquiring  additional  land  necessary  for  the  disposition  of 
refuse,  and  the  refusal  of  the  voters  to  approve  such  bond  issue  shall  be 
considered  as  a  disapproval  of  the  fill-and-cover  method  of  disposing  of 
refuse. 

The  plan,  if  approved  by  majority  vote  of  the  people,  seems  to  be 
Inoperative  in  that  the  Supervisors  cannot  provide  funds  for  the  purchase 
of  land  within  sixty  days  of  the  passage  of  the  ordinance.  Further,  if 
adopted  by  the  people,  the  plan  would  seem  to  promise  postponement  of 
a  solution  of  the  refuse  disposal  problem  for  two  years,  with  the  almost 
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practical  certainty  that  at  the  end  of  such  period,  concerted  opposition 
to  the  fiU-and'Cover  method  would  result  in  the  defeat  of  the  bond  issue, 
and  the  rejection  of  the  plan,  as  provided  by  Section  10. 

Even  assuming  that  the  plan  could  be  made  operative,  the  term 
"refuse"  as  used  in  the  ordinance,  including  waste  paper,  glass,  etc.,  would 
be  productive  of  controversy  if  the  ordinance  is  adopted,  as  under  the 
ordinance  all  such  refuse  must  be  disposed  of  by  the  "fill'and-cover" 
method,  whereas  under  present  practice,  waste  paper,  rags,  bottles  and 
other  materials  are  salvaged  by  the  scavengers,  and  revenue  from  such 
salvage  constitutes  about  one-seventh  of  their  total  revenues. 

In  addition,  the  ''fiU-and-cover"  method  of  depositing  all  refuse  "upon 
land  that  is  or  may  be  subject)  to  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide"  has  been 
opposed  by  the  city's  engineering  and  health  authorities  on  the  ground 
that  it  will  facilitate  the  breeding  of  rats,  thus  standing  as  a  potential 
health  menace  for  years. 

For  the  above  reasons,  the  Bureau  recommends  NO  on  Proposition 
No.  8. 
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The  Spring  Valley  V\later  System 
Under  City  TVLanagement 

When  the  City  takes  over  the  management  and  operation  of  the  Spring 
Valley  water  system  on  March  3,  it  will  have  as  a  new  municipal  function 
a  going  concern,  with  a  gross  revenue  of  nearly  $7,000,000  a  year,  involv 
ing  continuous  business  contacts  with  the  owners  or  occupants  of  prac 
tically  every  premise  in  the  city.  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department, 
created  as  a  department  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  this  new  municipallyowned  utility,  will  operate  under  the 
most  business'like  conditions  that  can  be  established  by  ordinance,  conso' 
nant  with  existing  Charter  powers  and  restrictions. 

Under  the  theory  and  the  intent  of  the  ordinance,  the  operations  and 
expenditures  of  the  new  department  will  be  controlled  by  the  head  of  the 
department,  and  new  construction  incidental  to  the  development  or  the 
replacement  of  parts  of  the  system  will  be  controlled  by  the  City  Engineer 
and  the  head  of  the  department — in  each  case  subject  to  approval  or 
modification  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works  and  subject  to  general  control 
or  amendment,  as  to  finances  and  extensions,  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  so-called  "Spring  Valley  ordinance"  was  prepared  by  the  City 
Attorney  after  lengthy  consideration  and  many  meetings  —  the  Bureau 
cooperating  in  the  various  phases  of  the  work  —  under  the  direction  of  the 
Supervisors'  Joint  Finance  and  Public  Utilities  Committees.  This  ordi- 
nance, adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  February  26,  sets  up  as 
business-like  a  system  of  management  and  operation  as  can  now  be  pro- 
vided. However,  the  points  involved  in  the  ordinance  have  been  the 
source  of  controversy  and  further  controversies  are  not  improbable. 

Controversial  Points 

At  the  start,  the  City  Engineer  and  the  Board  of  Public  Works  sub- 
mitted conflicting  proposals,  the  principal  point  of  conflict  centering 
around  who  should  have  authority  to  name  the  head  of  the  new  depart- 
ment. Thereupon,  the  Mayor  assumed  the  prerogative,  a  power  not  con- 
templated by  the  Charter,  of  dictating  the  appointment  of  the  head  of  the 
utility  and  rejecting  as  such  head  the  private  corporation's  general  man- 
ager. This  was  in  opposition  to  the  expressed  views  of  the  City  Engineer, 
who,  it  was  previously  understood,  would  have  management  and  control 
of  the  City's  operation  of  the  system.  This  controvers'y  relative  to  the 
control  of  the  system  was  extensively  aired  in  the  press  at  the  time. 

Later,  budgetary  provisions  incorporated  in  the  ordinance  particularly 
as  these  apply  to  the  salary-fixing  powers  were  considered  by  the  City 
Attorney  and  the  Supervisors  as  vesting  all  powers  of  appropriation, 
including  the  fixing  and  salaries  of  wages,  in  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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This  point  of  view  is  supported  by  two  Supreme  Court  decisions.  In 
opposition  to  this  view,  the  President  of  the  Board  of  PubHc  Works 
maintained,  and  still  contends,  that  the  Charter  vests  salary-fixing  powers 
for  Board  of  Public  Works'  employees  in  his  Board.  These  diverse  views 
may  easily  be  productive  of  friction  in  the  future. 

Press  comments  at  the  time  referred  to  the  discussions  on  this  point 
as  indicating  an  attempt  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  take  control  of 
utility  operations  from  the  Board  of  Public  Works.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Bureau,  however,  the  budgetary  and  appropriation-control  provisions  of 
the  ordinance  are  necessary  under,  and  in  complete  accord  with,  the  lan- 
guage and  the  spirit  of  the  Charter,  and  the  procedure  required  by  the 
ordinance  should  insure  full  public  information  on  utility  policies  and 
operating  results. 

The  ordinance,  providing  for  the  adjustment  of  Spring  Valley  salaries 
and  wages  to  the  so-called  "city  standard",  pending  complete  standard- 
isation of  salaries  by  the  City  may  provide  various  perplexing  problems, 
particularly  as  there  are  no  City  standard  rates  for  various  classes. 

In  the  following  pages  the  organisation,  operating  procedure  and 
estimated  fiscal  results  of  the  City's  operation  of  the  Spring  Valley  system 
are  analysed  and  discussed.  The  discussion  is  segregated  under  appro- 
priate general  headings  and  does  not  follow  the  order  in  which  the  various 
points  are  dealt  with  in  the  ordinance. 

Organization  and  Management 

The  ordinance  creates  a  San  Francisco  Water  Department  under  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  for  the  operation,  management  and  control  of  the 
system  until  a  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  created.  The  City  Engineer 
is  related  to  the  management  of  the  system,  as  far  as  is  possible  under 
the  Charter,  by  providing  that  all  construction  work,  including  additions 
and  extensions,  shall  be  done  under  his  direction  and  supervision,  that  no 
major  improvements  or  replacements  shall  be  made  except  on  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  City  Engineer  or  the  head  of  the  department,  and  that 
the  City  Engineer  shall,  from  time  to  time,  recommend  to  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  such  work  as  he  deems  necessary  to  be  performed  incidental 
to  construction,  maintenance  or  operation. 

The  head  of  the  Water  Department  is  appointive  by  the  Board  of 
Public  Works;  according  to  press  reports  Nelson  A.  Eckart,  now  Chief 
Assistant  Engineer,  Hetch  Hetchy  project,  has  been  appointed  as  head 
of  the  department  at  a  salary  of  $15,000  per  year.  Spring  Valley  employees 
employed  as  of  March  3,  and  who  have  been  so  employed  continuously 
for  the  past  year,  will  be  taken  over  as  City  employees  and  "blanketed  in" 
under  civil  service.  Such  employees  as  are  not  residents  of  San  Francisco 
are  given  a  year  to  become  residents  and  thus  comply  with  Charter 
requirements. 

The  City  Attorney  will  be  the  legal  adviser  of  the  Water  Department 
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and  shall  appoint  such  deputies  for  Water  Department  legal  matters  as 
the  Board  of  Public  Works  may  require,  the  compensations  of  these  to  be 
paid  out  of  water  revenues. 

Material,  supplies  and  equipment  will  be  purchased  through  the  City 
Purchaser  of  Supplies,  provided  that  specifications  for  equipment  or  for 
materials  and  supplies  not  in  common  use  shall  be  prepared  under  the 
direction  of  the  head  of  the  Water  Department. 

Provision  is  made  for  the  economical  collection  of  water  bills  through 
such  branch  banks  in  the  City  as  may  be  designated  for  this  purpose. 
Provision  is  also  made  for  a  revolving  fund  of  $20,000  to  meet  petty 
expenses  and  other  payments  that  cannot  conveniently  be  made  by  regular 
City  demands,  which  usually  require  at  least  thirty  days  to  clear. 

Provision  is  also  made  for  the  payment  of  Water  Department  em' 
ployees  at  their  places  of  employment.  At  present  all  City  employees  are 
required  to  collect  their  pay  checks  at  the  Auditor's  office  in  the  City 
Hall,  resulting  in  considerable  cost,  loss  of  time  and  personal  inconven- 
ience. The  Spring  Valley  ordinance  eliminates  this  loss  and  inconven- 
ience  as  far  as  Water  Department  employees  are  concerned  by  providing 
for  the  preparation  of  such  separate  payrolls  as  the  Department  head  may 
determine,  and  the  delivery  by  the  Auditor  of  each  such  payroll  and 
accompanying  pay  checks  "to  such  person  as  the  head  of  the  Department 
shall,  in  writing  filed  with  the  Auditor,  authorize  to  receive  the  same  *  *  * 
and  receipt  to  the  Auditor  for  said  payrolls  and  demands."  The  head  of 
the  Department  shall  then  cause  the  demands  to  be  delivered  to  the  payees. 

Employments  and  Salaries 

As  previously  stated.  Spring  Valley  employees  in  service  on  March  3, 
and  continuously  for  one  year  prior  thereto,  are  taken  over  as  City  em- 
ployees under  civil  service.  Future  vacancies  are  to  be  filled  under  the 
civil  service  provisions  of  the  charter  with  the  additional  provision  that 
"temporary  appointments""  shall  be  limited  to  a  period  of  sixty  days  and 
shall  not  be  subject  to  renewal.  Under  the  Charter  temporary  appoint- 
ments are  authorized  for  not  to  exceed  sixty  days  and  only  until  regular 
appointments  can  be  made.  However,  through  lack  of  funds,  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  has  been  unable  to  hold  necessary  examinations,  and 
many  such  "temporary  appointments"  have  been  continued  for  years. 
The  ordinance  provision  is  designed  to  eliminate  any  such  appointments 
in  the  Water  Department. 

Spring  Valley  salaries  are  to  be  continued,  pending  standardization 
of  all  City  compensations,  with  the  proviso  that  no  compensation  shall 
be  reduced  unless  the  duties  are  diminished  under  City  employment,  or 
unless  the  salary  paid  by  the  Spring  Valley  for  any  given  service  shall 
exceed  the  maximum  paid  by  the  City  for  the  same  service,  and  with  the 
additional  proviso  that  employees  shall  be  paid  at  least  the  minimum 
entrance  wage  now  applicable  for  similar  service  employed,  first,  in  the 
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Municipal  Railway  or  County  Line  Water  Works  (five  employees),  or 
secondarily,  in  other  City  Departments,  such  minimum  entrance  wage  for 
clerical  service  to  be  not  less  than  ^150  per  month. 

The  $150  minimum  for  clerical  service  was  the  subject  of  last-minute 
discussion  and  was  written  in  on  the  assumption  that  it  was  provided  in  an 
existing  ordinance.  The  ordinance  referred  to,  however,  (Ordinance 
71 3  5  N.  S.),  fixes  $150  per  month  as  the  maximum  (not  the  minimum) 
entrance  sala.ry  for  general  clerks  and  stenographer-typists. 

Inasmuch  as  there  is  no  minimum  entrance  rate  for  various  classifica- 
tions in  the  City  service,  the  attempt  to  apply  the  ordinance  provision — 
''at  least  the  minimum  entrance  rate" — may  be  confusing  and  may  produce 
many  inequities. 

Estimates  will  be  compiled  and  published  by  the  Bureau  of  the  results 
of  salary  adjustment  as  provided  by  the  ordinance.  Informal  estimates  by 
the  City's  valuation  engineer  contemplated  an  initial  increase  of  approxi- 
mately $200,000  a  year. 

The  ordinance  provides  for  the  bonding  of  such  employees  as  may  be 
designated,  which  bonds  may  be  individual  or  by  groups,  and  provides 
that  the  premiums  shall  be  paid  from  Water  Department  revenues.  It  is 
contemplated  that  group  bonds  will  be  provided. 

Payments  To  and  For  Interdepartmental  Services 

The  Water  Department  will  be  required  to  conform  to  City  ordi- 
nances, secure  and  pay  for  permits,  etc.,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  private 
corporation.  The  Water  Department  will  continue  the  payment  of 
$250,000  a  year  as  rental  charge  for  the  use  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Dum- 
barton Aqueduct,  such  payment  to  be  applied  to  the  1910  Hetch  Hetchy 
bond  interest  fund.  The  Department  will  also  be  required  to  pay  for 
services  rendered  to  it  by  other  City  departments,  including,  as  previously 
stated,  the  compensations  of  deputy  city  attorneys  required  for  Water 
Department  legal  matters.  As  will  be  discussed  in  the  following,  a  portion 
of  surplus  revenues  from  departmental  operation  will  probably  be  avail- 
able for  transfer  to  the  General  Fund. 

Payments  to  the  Water  Department  for  services  rendered  to  other 
City  departments  are  likewise  provided  for.  The  charges  for  water  and 
hydrant  rental  furnished  to  the  City  will  be  matched  against  the  amount 
of  taxes  that  would  be  paid  to  the  City  if  the  system  were  privately 
owned,  and  the  difference  will  be  paid  into  Water  Department  funds. 
It  is  estimated  that  municipal  water  will  approximate  $390,000  a  year 
and  the  amount  of  taxes  lost  approximately  $320,000  a  year;  on  this  basis, 
about  $70,000  will  be  available  as  water  revenue  from  this  source. 

The  interest  earned  by  idle  balances  in  the  various  Water  Department 
funds  will  accrue  to  such  funds  rather  than  to  the  City's  General  Fund, 
as  has  been  the  case  in  the  past. 
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Budget  Procedure 

The  ordinance  requires  the  preparation  by  the  head  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  segregated  and  itemized  budget  estimates  of  all  revenues,  and 
expenditures  to  be  made  for  all  purposes,  either  from  revenue  or  reserve 
funds.  All  personal  services  are  to  be  itemized,  except  for  construction 
work,  where  employments  will  not  be  of  a  permanent  character.  Such 
budget  estimates  will  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works 
and  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  On  approval  by  the  Board  of  Super' 
visors,  the  expenditures  authorized  in  each  budget  shall  constitute  appro- 
priations  for  the  purposes  specified  and  the  Auditor  may  pay  demands 
for  such  items  and  such  purposes  without  further  order  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

Provision  is  made  for  supplemental  budgets,  following  the  same  pro- 
cedure as  for  regular  annual  budgets,  to  provide  for  necessary  additional 
expenditures  that  could  not  be  foreseen  during  the  preparation  of  the 
annual  budget.  In  addition,  in  emergencies  involving  the  protection  of 
life  or  property,  the  department  head  is  authorized  to  make  such  expendi- 
tures as  may  be  required  and  report  immediately  thereon  to  the  Board 
of  Public  Works  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  giving  an  estimate  of  any 
further  expenditures  that  may  be  required  by  the  emergency. 

A  "temporary"'''  budget  to  cover  the  balance  of  the  present  fiscal  year, 
fiom  March  3  to  June  30,  is  required,  to  show  the  same  type  of  informa- 
tion required  in  regular  budgets,  and  in  addition,  the  number,  title  and 
compensations  of  employments  under  Spring  Valley  operation,  and  the 
number,  civil  service  title  and  proposed  compensations  under  City 
operation. 

By  the  itemization  of  all  proposed  expenditures,  particularly  expendi- 
tures for  personal  services,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  under  powers  vested 
in  the  Board  by  the  Charter,  may  pass  upon  and  control  the  number  of 
employments  and  the  rate  of  compensation  to  be  paid  for  each  class  of 
service.  Conflicting  Charter  provisions  relative  to  salary-fixing  powers 
have  been  passed  upon  by  the  State  Supreme  Court  in  two  cases,  one 
involving  the  Board  of  Public  Works  and  the  other,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners.  The  decision  in  each  case  fixed  such  power  in  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  the  second  case  being  based  on  the  language  of  a  1924 
charter  amendment  dealing  with  the  itemization  in  each  annual  budget 
of  personal  services,  and  salaries,  wages  and  other  compensations  therefor 
The  President  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  however,  contends  that  this 
power  is  vested  in  his  Board.  The  carrying  out  of  the  budgetary  pro- 
visions of  the  ordinance,  therefore,  may  bring  conflict  between  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  and  the  Board  of  Public  Works. 

Depreciation  and  Extensions 

A  depreciation  fund  of  $60,000  a  year  is  provided  for,  subject  to 
reappraisal  and  adjustment  every  five  years.   This  is  intended  to  take  care 
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only  of  amounts  technically  chargeable  as  shrinkage  in  capital  investment 
due  to  depreciation.  The  City's  valuation  engineer  states  that  the  Spring 
Valley  charge  for  this  same  item  during  the  last  nine  years  has  averaged 
$36,000  a  year. 

A  water  extension  reserve  fund  is  provided  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
aside  funds  to  meet  the  cost  of  extensions,  betterments  and  replacements. 
The  amount  of  this  is  tentatively  fixed  in  the  ordinance  at  $504,000  a  year. 
In  other  words,  it  is  provided  that  for  the  next  five  years  annual  appro- 
priations to  the  depreciation  and  extension  reserve  funds,  taken  together, 
shall  not  be  less  than  $564,000  annually.  This  is  purely  tentative,  being 
based  on  a  1928  estimate  that  was  compiled  incidental  to  the  consideration 
of  the  City's  purchase  of  the  system.  Larger  annual  appropriations  may 
be  required  when  the  program  of  necessary  extensions,  additions  and 
replacements  is  formulated  by  the  City  Engineer  and  the  head  of  the 
Department.  In  the  absence  of  such  program,  the  amount  used  in  the 
1928  financial  set'up  was  specified  in  the  ordinance  as  a  minimum. 

Accounts  and  Reports 

Accounts  are  to  be  kept  and  reports  made  in  accordance  with  Raih 
road  Commission  and  Charter  requirements,  which  are  adequate  to  insure 
complete  records  and  statements  of  the  financial  transactions  of  the  new 
department.  In  addition,  the  ordinance  requires  the  preparation  and  sub- 
mission of  monthly  operating  statements,  in  which  shall  also  be  shown 
any  increases  or  decreases  in  the  personnel  of  the  department. 

Rates 

The  ordinance  provides  that  the  present  schedule  of  rates  shall  be 
maintained  for  one  year  and  that  thereafter  changes  may  be  made  only  on 
recommendation  of  the  department  head  accompanied  by  financial  reports 
indicating  the  effect  of  any  proposed  changes,  and  after  hearing  and 
approval  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  and  final  approval  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors.  In  any  readjustment  of  rates,  it  is  provided  that  rates  may 
be  fixed  at  varying  scales  for  different  classes  of  service  to  consumers,  the 
intent  of  this  being,  of  course,  to  authorize  reduced  charges  for  industrial 
and  other  large  consumers.  Specific  provision  is  made  that  no  water  shall 
be  furnished  except  at  current  rates,  the  intent  being  to  forestall  any 
future  proposals  to  furnish  free  water  for  any  purpose. 

An  important  provision  is  to  the  effect  that  in  any  rate  adjustment, 
rates  shall  be  established  to  produce  sufficient  revenue  to  cover  all  oper- 
ating expenses  and  necessary  appropriations  to  the  designated  reserve 
funds,  and  to  maintain  the  charter  reserve  fund  to  an  amount  equal  to 
one-half  the  amount  of  the  year's  operating  expenses. 

Fiscal  Results 

The  order  in  which  appropriations  from  utility  revenues  may  be  made 
is  fixed  by  charter  as  (1)  operating  expenses,  (2)  repairs  and  reconstruc 
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tion,  (3)  interest  and  bond  redemption,  (4)  extensions  and  improvements, 
and  (5)  ''a  reserve  fund".  This  so-called  Charter  reserve  fund  would 
operate  as  a  surplus  account.  The  Charter  further  provides  that  "when- 
ever the  Reserve  Fund  shall  exceed  one-half  of  the  payment  for  operating 
expenses  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  the  Supervisors  shall  have  power  to 
appropriate  such  excess  to  the  General  Fund". 

The  accompanying  table,  compiled  by  N.  Randall  Ellis,  the  City's 
valuation  engineer,  represents  an  estimate  of  revenues  and  expenditures 
of  the  system  under  the  City's  operation  for  the  remaining  four  months 
of  the  current  fiscal  year  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years, 
and  shows,  on  the  basis  of  the  assumptions  used  in  the  compilation,  the 
excess  amount  in  the  Charter  reserve  fund  that  may  be  available  for 
transfer  to  the  General  Fund,  and  thus  operate  to  reduce  the  tax-rate. 

These  figures  are  contingent  on  the  amount  to  be  appropriated  by  the 
Supervisors,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  City  Engineer  and  the  head 
of  the  Department,  for  additions,  extensions  and  replacements.  As  stated, 
the  sum  of  $564,000  has  been  used  as  a  minimum  on  the  basis  of  a  1928 
set-up.  This  sum  may  have  to  be  increased  when  the  recommendations 
of  the  City  Engineer  are  received  and  considered  by  the  Supervisors. 

Subject  to  this  qualification,  the  statement  indicates  a  surplus  for  the 
remaining  four  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  of  $685,000.  It  is  considered  by 
the  City  Attorney  that  this  cannot  be  used  in  the  present  fiscal  year  and 
that  no  amount  may  be  appropriated  from  the  Charter  reserve  fund  until 
March  3,  1931,  by  which  time  one  year's  operation  will  have  been  com- 
pleted. Carrying  such  balance  over  into  the  fiscal  year  1930-31  would 
produce  an  accumulated  surplus  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  1930-31,  of 
$2,046,000.  Under  the  Charter  only  the  amount  in  excess  of  one-half 
operating  expenses  may  be  transferred  to  the  General  Fund.  One-half 
operating  expenses  is  estimated  as  $973,000,  so  that  the  amount  available 
for  transfer  to  the  General  Fund  would  approximate  $1,073,000. 

It  is  probable  that  the  full  amount,  whatever  it  may  be,  will  not  be  con- 
sidered as  available  for  transfer  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  readjustment  of 
the  rate  schedule  is  contemplated.  In  other  words,  if  at  the  end  of  a  year 
rates  are  readjusted  and  water  revenues  decreased,  the  use  of  the  entire 
amount  available  would  involve  a  tax  reduction  in  the  first  year  and 
perhaps  a  slight  tax  increase  in  the  second  year  corresponding  to  the 
amount  of  rate  reduction.  However,  if  the  entire  amount  is  available  and 
is  used,  this,  together  with  the  $250,000  payment  for  Hetch  Hetchy 
aqueduct  rental,  will  constitute  a  new  revenue  of  approximately  $1,300,- 
000,  applicable  for  tax  reduction  in  connection  with  the  forthcoming 
budget  and  tax-rate  for  the  fiscal  year  1930-31. 
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TENTATIVE  ESTIMATES,  SPRING  VALLEY  WATER  SYSTEM  UNDER 

CITY  MANAGEMENT 

(Compiled  by  N.  Randall  Ellis,  City  Valuation  Engineer) 

4  Mos. 
1929-30 

1.  Water    revenue,    exclusive    of    Municipal 

water    $2,284,900 

2.  Transfer,   Municipal   water  less  estimated 

taxes  3  5,000 

3.  Net  from  agricultural  operations 


(4)   Estimated  revenues  .$2,319,900 

5.  Operating  expenses   (exclusive  of  repairs 

and  maintenance  $     541,753 

6.  Taxes,  "outside"  properties (Purch.) 

7.  Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct  rental 83,300 


1930-31 

1931-32 

$6,850,000 

$7,158,250 

60,000 
50,000 

60,000 
50,000 

$6,960,000 

$7,268,250 

$1,395,500 
300,000 
250,000 

$1,451,320 
300,000 
250,000 

(8)   Total,  operating $    625,053  $1,945,500  $2,001,320 

9.  Repairs  and  Maintenance (incl.  in5)  230,000  240,000 

10.  Depreciation  20,000  60,000  60,000 

11.  Bond  Interest  615,000  1,800,000  1,755,000 

12.  Bond   Redemption   (Purch.)  1,000,000  1,000,000 

13.  Capital  additions  and  extensions 188,000*  564,000*  564,000* 

(14)  Operating  and  other  expcnd'res-$l, 448,053  $5,599,500  $5,620,320 


(15)    Surplus  from  water  operations... .$    871,847     $1,360,500     $1,647,930 

16.  Interest  paid  by  Treasurer, 

Dec.   23-31,   '29 $41,000 

17.  Interest  accrued  Jan.  l-March  1..   307,500 

(18)   Total  interest,  prior 

to  purchase  $348,500 

19.  Earned  interest,  Treasurer's 

deposits,    1929    $    21,250 

20.  Earned   interest.  Treasurer's 

deposits,   1930  to  March  2....   141,220 

(21)  Total  interest  earned....$  162,470 

(22)  Net  interest  charge 186,030  


(23)    Surplus     $    685,817*  $1,360,500*  $1,647,930* 

CHARTER  RESERVE  FUND 

Balance,   preceding  fiscal  year $    685,817  $    972,750 

Surplus,  current  fiscal  year $    685,817        1,360,500  1,647,930 

Accumulated  surplus  $    685,817  $2,046,317  $2,620,680 

Reserve,  Yl  operating  expenses  before 

transfer  to  General  Fund 972,750  1,000.660 


Available  for  General  Fund $1,073,567*   $1,620,020* 

*Note — Amount  of  surplus  will  be  decreased,  if  appropriations  for  additions  and 
extensions  are  increased  on  the  basis  of  a  specific  program. 

Indirect  Effect  of  Spring  Valley  Ordinance  Provisions 

Several  points  discussed  in  connection  with  the  City's  operation  of  the 
Spring  Valley  system,  and  which  were  written  into  the  Spring  Valley 
ordinance,  in  addition  to  their  direct  effect  on  the  City's  management  and 
operation  of  the  properties,  will  have  an  indirect  effect  on  the  operation 
of  other  City  Departments.  The  provisions  dealing  with  the  segregation 
of  payrolls  and  the  payment  of  Spring  Valley  employees  at  their  places 
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of  employment,  which  has  been  declared  by  the  City  Attorney  as  legal 
and  as  within  the  power  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  provide  by  ordi- 
nance, can,  by  a  separate  ordinance  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  be 
extended  to  all  departments  of  the  City  service.  The  extension  of  this 
method  to  the  entire  City  service  will  put  an  end  to  the  cost  and  incon- 
venience occasioned  by  the  present  pay  procedure  under  which  the  11,000 
employees  of  the  City  must  visit  the  Auditor's  olhce  twice  monthly  to 
receive  pay  checks. 

The  provision  hmiting  ''temporary  employments"  to  a  period  of  sixty 
days  and  making  these  non-renewable,  is  considered  by  the  City  Attorney 
as  an  interpretation  of  the  charter  language  dealing  with  such  appoint- 
ments. If  this  restriction  is  legal,  it  can,  by  separate  ordinance  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  be  extended  to  all  City  departments  as  fast  as  the 
Supervisors  can  furnish  funds  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  for  holding 
examinations  and  making  regular  appointments  to  the  many  positions 
which,  for  long  periods,  have  been  filled  by  ''temporary  appointments". 

The  budget  and  appropriation  provisions  of  the  Spring  Valley  ordi- 
nance, considered  by  the  City  Attorney  as  vesting  full  power  in  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  over  salaries  and  all  other  appropriations,  can  be 
extended  by  separate  ordinance  to  the  Municipal  Railway,  the  County 
Road  Fund,  the  Auditorium,  and  all  other  special  or  bond  funds  which 
heretofore  have  been  unbudgeted. 

The  effect  of  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  dealing  with  salary 
adjustment  for  Spring  Valley  employees,  pending  complete  standardization 
of  salaries  by  the  City,  cannot  at  this  time  be  appraised.  These  provisions 
were  briefly  discussed  and  amended  on  several  occasions.  The  Bureau  in 
the  final  discussion  of  the  subject  proposed  an  amendment  to  the  ordinance 
provision  which  would  have  left  the  matter  of  salary  adjustment  on  a 
much  more  flexible  basis.  It  is  possible  that  the  mandatory  provisions  of 
Section  4  of  the  ordinance,  dealing  with  salaries,  may  result  in  various 
inequities  and  may,  by  indirection,  furnish  the  basis  for  salary  and  wage 
policies  that  will  have  a  far-reaching  effect  on  the  complete  standardiza- 
tion of  salaries  when  this  comes  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the 
near  future. 
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V/hat  is  San  Francisco's  Debt  Limit? 

What  is  San  Francisco's  legal  limitation  for  new  bonded  debt?  What 
is  the  maximum  amount  of  additional  bonds  that  the  City  may  legally 
authori2;e  and  sell? 

Is  this  limit,  under  present  interpretation  of  the  law  and  under  one 
set-up  (using  approximate  figures),  $44,000,000  or  $91,000,000?  Or  is  it 
$59,000,000  or  $106,000,000? 

The  wide  range  from  $44,000,000  to  $106,000,000  in  the  estimates 
of  the  legal  powers  of  the  City  to  issue  new  bonds  is  occasioned  by  two 
legal  phases  of  charter  and  state  law  provisions  relative  to  the  City's 
bonded  debt  limitations.  The  determination  of  these  legal  questions  may 
have  an  important  effect  on  the  $60,000,000  proposed  power  bond  issue, 
on  possible  future  street  railway  bond  issues  and  on  other  contemplated 
improvements  or  acquisitions  for  which  the  authorization  of  bond  issues 
may  offer  the  only  legal  or  feasible  method  of  financing. 

A  charter  amendment  adopted  by  the  people  in  1926  fixes  the  bonded 
debt  limitation  of  the  City  at  "twelve  per  centum  of  the  assessed  valua- 
tion  of  all  real  and  personal  property  in  the  city  and  county  subject  to 
taxation  for  city  and  county  purposes",  exclusive  of  bonds  issued  for 
water  purposes  and  for  the  Panama-Pacific  Exposition.  The  12  per  cent 
may  range  from  approximately  $97,000,000  to  $144,000,000,  according 
to  the  legal  interpretation,  discussed  hereinafter,  of  the  phrase,  "all  real 
and  personal  property  in  the  city  and  county  subject  to  taxation  for  city 
and  county  purposes." 

The  other  legal  point  is  as  to  whether  the  charter  debt  provisions  or 
the  state  school  laws  control  and  limit  the  amount  of  bonds  that  may  be 
issued  for  school  building  purposes.  The  state  law  has  been  held  by  the 
Attorney  General  and  the  courts  to  prevail  over  provisions  in  county 
charters  relative  to  school  debt  and  taxation  matters.  Under  state  law, 
bonded  debt  for  school  land  or  building  purposes  is  authorized  to  the 
extent  of  5  per  cent  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  elementary  school  dis- 
tricts and  an  additional  5  per  cent  for  high  school  districts.  As  far  as  is 
known,  no  San  Francisco  City  Attorney's  opinion  has  ever  been  officially 
requested  in  this  matter  and  with  relation  to  San  Francisco.  On  the  basis 
of  Attorney  Generals'  opinions  and  Supreme  Court  decisions  relative  to 
other  counties,  the  Bureau,  in  its  bonded  debt  analyses  of  previous  years, 
has  shown  school  bonds  separate  from  bonds  issued  for  general  purposes 
and  assumes  that  such  bonded  debt  for  schools  is  exclusive  of  and  in 
addition  to  any  debt  authorized  by  the  bonded  debt  limitations  of  San 
Francisco's  charter. 

The  following  table  shows  San  Francisco's  bonded  debt  status 
estimated  as  of  July  2  next.  This  is  based  on  the  Auditor's  statement  of 
bonded  debt,  as  of  last  July  2,  and  takes  account  of  appropriations  made 
in  the  1929-30  budget  for  the  redemption  of  bonds  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  and  those  to  be  redeemed  on  July   1   next.    The  statement 
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BONDED  DEBT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

I.    GENERAL   BONDS   INCLUDED   WITHIN    12  PER   CENT   LIMIT 

Outstanding 

July  2,  1930  Annual       Final 

Year            Issue  (and  Rate)                      Original           (also  present  Redemp-   Redemp- 

Authorization          unsold*)  tion  tion 

1904    Park  and  Presidio  Ext.— 3i^....$        330,000         $        114,800  $        8,200  1944 

1904    Library— 31/2    1,647,000               (519,400  41,000  1944 

I   56,000* 

1904    Mission  Park— 31/^  293,000                 102,200  7,300  1944 

1904     Playground — 31/2     741,000                 259,000  18,500  1944 

1908     Fire    Protection— 31/2    5,200,000              3,250,000  130,000  1955 

1908     Garbage  System— 5  _ 1,000,000                  _...  „...  1930 

1908     Hall    of    Justice— 5 _ 1,000,000                    50,000  50,000  1931 

1908     Hospital— 5  „....       2,000,000                  200,000  100,000  1932 

1908     Sewer— 5   ..._ 4.000,000               2,400,000  100,000  1954 

1910    Geary  Street  Railway— 4% 1,900,000                 380,000  95,000  1934 

1910     Market   Street   Railway— 41/2....          120,000                 (25,000  6,000**     1934 

I   3,000* 

1912  City  Hall  &  Civic  Center— 5....       8,800,000              6,000,000  200,000  1960 

1913  Hospital-Jail— 41/2   _ 1,700,000                 200,000  100,000  1932 

1913     Municipal  Railway — 5  3,500,000              2,300,000  100,000  1952 

1923     Relief   Home— 5   _ 2,000,000               1,700,000  100,000  1947 

1927     Memorial    Hall— 41/2    4,000,000               4,000,000*  (1932)  1951 

1927     Bernal  Cut— 41/2   _ 1,400,000              1,400,000  (1932)  1951 

1927  Boulevard— 41/2    9,380,000  (5,750,000  (1932)         1951 

5  3,630,000* 
1929     Sewer— 41/2  2,200,000-  J     500,000  (1934)         1955 

1 1,700,000* 
1929     Hospital— 41/2    3,500,000  (     750,000  (1934)         1953 

12,750,000* 

TOTAL $  54,711,000         $  38,039,400        $1,056,100 

II.    SCHOOL   BONDS,  POSSIBLY   EXCLUSIVE  OF  12  PER  CENT   LIMIT 

1908     School— 5  _ $     5,000,000         $     1,600,000         $    200,000         1938 

1910     Polytechnic  High  School— 41/2..  600,000  175,000  25,000         1937 

1918     School— 41/2  3,500,000  2,100,000  175,000         1942 

1923     School— 5  ..._ _ 12,000,000  11,100,000  300,000        1967 

TOTAL $  21,100,000         $  14,975,000         $    700,000 

III.   EXPOSITION  &  WATER  BONDS,   EXCLUDED   FROM    12  PER   CENT  LIMIT 

1910     Water— 41/2  „ ?  45,000,000        $  34,000,000         $1,000,000         1964 

1912     Exposition— 5  5,000,000  1,800,000  200,000         1939 

1925     Hetch  Hetchy— 5  _ _ 10,000,000  9,750,000  250,000         1969 

1928  Hetch  Hetchy— 41/2   24,000,000  (  8,000,000  (1938)         1977 

(16,000,000* 
1928     Spring    Valley— 41/2    41,000,000  40,000,000  1,000,000         1970 

TOTAL  $125,000,000         ,$109,550,000         $2,450,000 

GRAND   TOTAL  ^$200,811,000         $162,564,400         $4,206,100 

♦Bonds  not  as  yet  sold  (includes  $2,286,000  Boulevard  and  $1,020,000  Sewer  Bonds 
for  which  bids  are  requested  March  31). 
**Covered   in  part  by  cancelled   or  unsold   bonds. 

shows  a  bonded  debt,  as  of  next  July  2,  including  both  outstanding  bonds 
and  those  authored  but  as  yet  unsold,  as  follows:  Total,  $162,564,400; 
bonds  under  the  12  per  cent  Hmit,  $38,039,400;  bonds  for  school  put' 
poses,  considered  by  city  officials  as  under  the  12  per  cent  limit,  $14,' 
975,000;  and  bonds  for  water  and  exposition  purposes,  specifically  ex' 
eluded  from  the  12  per  cent  limit,  $109,550,000. 

If  the  school  bonds  are  not  subject  to  limitations  of  our  charter, 
these  will  represent  an  addition  of  approximately  $15,000,000  to  the  City's 
leeway  for  new  bonded  debt,  whatever  such  leeway  is. 

The  major  legal  point  involved  will  affect  the  City's  bonded  debt 
limit  and  the  leeway  for  new  debt  to  the  extent  of  approximately  $50,' 
000,000.  It  concerns  just  what  amount  of  assessed  valuation  "subject  to 
taxation  for  city  and  county  purposes"  shall  be  used  in  applying  the  12 
per  cent. 

The  1929  assessment  roll  of  all  real  and  personal  property  totalled 
over  $1,196,000,000.  On  this  basis,  the  12  per  cent  limit  of  debt  for 
general  purposes  would  be  about  $143,500,000.  Included  in  such  total 
assessment  roll,  however,  is  an  assessed  valuation  of  about  $389,000,000, 
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representing  personal  property  in  the  form  of  solvent  credits  and  "for- 
eign" securities  which  are  taxable  at  fixed  low  rates  established  by  the 
State  Legislature,  10  cents  and  20  cents  per  $100,  respectively. 

It  is  obvious  that  no  matter  what  amount  of  bonds  may  be  issued  by 
the  City  or  what  the  fixed  charges  for  bond  interest  and  redemption 
may  be,  this  specially  classified  type  of  personal  property  cannot  be  sub' 
ject  to  any  increase  in  City  and  County  taxation  to  meet  an  increase  in 
the  City's  bond  redemption  and  interest  payments.  It  will  produce  a 
fixed  tax  revenue  of  about  $670,000  per  year,  whereas  a  $389,000,000 
assessed  valuation  taxed  at  the  current  city  and  county  rate  would  pro- 
duce  a  tax  revenue  of  about  $15,300,000,  and  an  additional  $39,000  for 
each  onc'cent  increase  in  the  tax-rate. 

This  situation  did  not  exist  in  1926  when  the  charter  was  amended 
to  provide  for  the  12  per  cent  bonded  debt  limitation.  It  developed  as 
the  result  of  a  constitutional  amendment  adopted  by  the  people  in  1928 
and  subsequent  enactments  by  the  1929  Legislature.  The  changed  con' 
ditions  raise  the  point  as  to  whether  this  $389,000,000  can  legally  be 
included  as  part  of  the  "real  and  personal  property  in  the  city  and  county 
subject  to  taxation  for  city  and  county  purposes." 

If  this  property,  because  of  its  fixed,  low  and  limited  tax-rate  is  to 
be  excluded  from  the  assessed  valuation,  we  would  have  a  total  assessed 
value  of  real  estate  and  personal  property  "subject  to  taxation  for  city 
and  county  purposes"  at  the  current  city  and  county  tax-rate  of  slightly 
over  $807,000,000.  Applying  the  12  per  cent,  this  would  produce  a  debt 
limit  for  general  purposes  of  approximetly  $97,000,000. 

Accompanying  tables  show  the  bonded  debt  limit  and  the  leeway  for 
new  debt  under  the  two  bases  discussed  and  also  under  the  two  bases 
of  including  or  excluding  school  bonds  from  the  general  debt  limit.  If 
the  12  per  cent  is  to  be  based  only  on  the  assessed  valuation  of  property 
that  is  subject  to  city  and  county  current  rate  of  taxation,  the  leeway 
for  new  debt  will  range  from  approximately  $44,000,000  to  $59,000,000, 
dependent  on  the  decision  as  to  school  bonds. 

This  leeway  is  less  than  the  $60,000,000  proposed  power  bond  issue 

DEBT    LIMIT 
Based  on  Total  Non-Operative  Assessment  Roll 

12%  of  total  1929-30  roll,  including  Solvent  Credits  and  "Foreign"  Se- 
curities not  taxable  at  City  and  County  tax-rate  ($1, 196, 384,989)..$143, 566,198 

General  Bonds   outstanding $38,039,400 

School  Bonds  outstanding 14,97?,000  53,014,400 

Leeway  if  School  Bonds  are  included $  90,551,798 

Leeway  if  School  Bonds  are  excluded 105,526,798 

DEBT    LIMIT 

Based  on  Assessed  Valuation  Subject  to  City  and  County  Tax-Rate 
12%  of  1929-30  roll,  subject  to  City  and  County  taxation  at  City  and 

County  tax-rate   ($807,405,087) $  96.888.610 

General  Bonds  outstanding $38,039,400 

School  Bonds  outstanding 14,975,000  53,014,400 

Leeway  if  School  Bonds  are  included $  43,874,210 

Leeway  if  School  Bonds  are  excluded $   58,849.210 
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to  be  submitted  to  the  voters  at  the  August  primary.  Although  a  bonded 
debt  Hmitation  does  not  He  against  bonds  when  they  are  authori2;ed  but 
only  when  they  are  sold  and  thus  become  ''outstanding",  the  point  in' 
volved  is,  nevertheless,  of  great  importance.  It  would  be  obviously 
unwise  to  work  so  closely  to  our  bonded  debt  limit  and  leave  little  or  no 
margin  for  other  projects  or  necessities  which  may  require  bond  issue 
financing. 

City  ofiicials  should  request  a  study  of  the  matter  by  the  City  Attorney 
and  the  City  Attorney's  opinion  of  the  two  points  involved — whether 
school  bond  issues  come  within  the  charter  12  per  cent  debt  limitation, 
and  whether  the  assessed  valuation  of  solvent  credits  and  ''foreign" 
securities,  which  are  not  subject  to  the  current  city  and  county  taxTate, 
may  legally  be  used  in  determining  the  City's  debt  limit. 

Present  Statuslof  Sd(rryAStcmdardization 

"Salary  standardization"  involves  the  fixing  of  compensations  in  the 
municipal  service — exclusive  of  the  Fire,  Police  and  Park  Departments, 
and  professional  and  technical  services  in  the  School  and  Library  De' 
partments — on  a  basis  of  equity  as  between  the  many  types  and  kinds  of 
employment  in  the  various  City  departments. 

The  1929  payroll  for  those  employments  that  are  subject  to  standard' 
i2;ation  was  estimated  as  approximately  $9,900,000.  A  1929  "tentative 
schedule"  prepared  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  proposed  increases 
totaling  $476,000.  Employees  and  representatives  of  various  groups  ap' 
pearing  in  protest  against  the  proposed  schedules  have  requested  numerous 
increases;  these  have  been  estimated  as  totaling  approximately  $1,800,000 
over  present  payrolls,  although  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission  states 
that  this  estimate  is  excessive. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  is  now  completing  its  consideration 
of  the  large  number  of  protests  filed  and,  according  to  the  press,  hopes 
to  present  its  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  early  in  April. 
Former  Salary-Fixing  Powers 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  a  1924  charter  amendment  which  provided 
for  salary  standardiziation,  municipal  salaries  were  fixed  and  controlled 
by  various  independent  authorities.  Certain  of  the  rates  were  specified 
by  charter.  Others  were  fixed  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  the  Board 
of  Public  Health,  the  Playground  Commission,  the  Park  Commission, 
the  Library  Board  and  the  Board  of  Education  for  their  respective  dc 
partments;  others  were  subject  to  control  by  the  State  Legislature.  The 
remainder,  including  many  "charter"  salaries,  were  fixed  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

Requests  for  increase  always  came  up  when  the  annual  budgets  were 
being  prepared,  when  the  "additional  positions"  ordinance  was  under 
consideration,  and  at  various  other  times  during  the  year.  Such  requests 
were  usually  based  on  so-called  "going"  rates  in  outside  private  employ 
ment,  on  the  rates  paid  to  other  city  employees,  on  the  fact  that  an 
incumbent  or  incumbents  had  not  been  increased  for  several  years,  etc. 
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Usually  no  check  was  made  as  a  basis  for  action  on  any  such  requests. 
The  situation  was  further  confused  by  blanket  titles,  such  as  deputy, 
general  clerk,  experienced  clerk,  etc.,  each  of  which  covered  a  wide  range 
and  variety  of  duties  and  responsibilities. 

1924  Charter  Amendment 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  charter  amendment  adopted  by  the  people 
in  1924,  the  salary-fixing  power  was  centrali2;ed  in  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors, except  for  specified  salaries  fixed  in  the  charter  (elective  and 
appointive  officials,  and  Fire  and  Police  forces)  and  except,  also,  for  Park 
Department  employees  and  School  and  Library  teaching,  librarian  or 
technical  forces.  The  amendment  required,  as  a  first  step,  the  classification 
of  all  employments  on  the  basis  of  duties  and  responsibilities,  training 
and  experience  required,  and  seniority.  The  amendment  also  provided 
that  on  the  adoption  of  such  classification  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
schedules  of  compensations  would  be  prepared  that  would  provide  "like 
compensation  for  like  services,  with  due  regard  to  prevailing  economic 
conditions  and  to  all  other  compensations  paid  in  the  city  and  county 
service."  The  amendment  specifically  provided  that  the  classification  and 
grading  should  not  adversely  affect  the  existing  civil  service  class  or 
duties  of  any  incumbent;  also  that  any  compensation  paid  for  services 
that  was  higher  than  the  standards  fixed  for  such  services  should  be  con- 
tmued  to  the  person  receiving  such  higher  compensation  as  long  as  he 
remained  in  the  service. 

The  intent  of  the  provisions  of  the  amendment  was  that  a  schedule 
of  compensations  would  be  fixed  on  a  basis  equitable  to  all  and  with 
regard  to  "prevailing  economic  conditions"  as  established  by  rates  in  local 
private  employment  and  other  comparable  governmental  organisjations,  or 
by  other  pertinent  factors;  that  those  receiving  less  than  the  rates  as  so 
fixed  should  be  increased;  that  those  receiving  more  than  such  standard 
rates  would  continue  to  be  so  benefited  as  long  as  they  remained  in  the 
service;  and  that  ultimately,  and  as  such  employees  left  the  city  service 
and  were  replaced  by  new  employees,  there  would  be  complete  equity 
of  pay  throughout  the  city  service,  with  a  resulitng  economy  to  the 
taxpayers. 

Classification 

After  lengthy  study  involving  the  securing  of  information  on  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  each  position  from  all  employees  affected 
and  the  checking  of  these  data  by  consultation  with  employees  and 
their  superiors — in  which  work  the  Bureau  cooperated  with  the  Com- 
mission— a  classification  based  on  duties  and  responsibilities  was  prepared. 
In  the  study  of  questionnaire  information  and  during  the  field  study, 
existing  salaries  were  completely  disregarded.  After  a  lengthy  period 
of  hearings,  involving  the  re-checking  of  many  of  the  positions  and  the 
addition  or  amendment  of  many  classes,  the  classification  was  adopted 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  April  30,  1929. 
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Civil  Service  Commission  Tentative  Schedule  of  Compensations 

A  tentative  schedule  of  compensations  to  fit  the  new  classification, 
with  minimum  and  maximum  rates  for  most  of  the  classes,  was  hastily 
prepared  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  submitted  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  on  July  30,  1929;  the  Bureau  also  cooperated  on  this 
phase  of  the  work.  The  haste  was  occasioned  by  an  effort  to  present 
the  schedules  to  the  Supervisors  in  time  for  action  thereon  so  that 
resulting  pay  increases  could  be  made  effective  when  the  tax-rate  was 
fixed  in  September,   1929. 

The  work  suffered  somewhat  from  lack  of  time  to  secure  all  neces' 
sary  comparative  data  on  salaries  in  private  employment  and  in  other 
cities.  The  principles  of  the  charter  amendment  relative  to  schedules 
of  compensation,  "like  pay  for  like  service",  and  "with  due  regard  to 
prevailing  economic  conditions"  were  considered  by  the  Bureau  of  Gov 
ernmental  Research  as  disregarded  in  a  number  of  cases — this  because 
of  a  policy  established  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  of  basing  many 
of  its  new  schedules  on  existing  City  rates,  despite  data  accumulated  in 
the  Commission's  salary  survey  which  indicated  that,  in  many  cases, 
these  were  out  of  line  with  rates  paid  locally  or  in  other  cities  for  the 
same  services. 

This  tentative  schedule  involved  an  estimated  total  increase  of 
$476,000  per  year  and  an  ultimate  reduction  (after  those  receiving  rates 
of  pay  higher  than  the  standard  should  have  left  the  service)  of  $235,000. 
A  memorandum  (July  30,  1929)  from  the  Bureau  of  Governmental 
Research  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  to  the  Supervisors  pointed 
out  that  for  79  classes  the  rates  fixed  in  the  tentative  schedule  exceeded 
the  highest  rates  for  similar  services  found  either  in  local  or  private 
employment  or  in  other  cities,  during  the  course  of  the  Commission's 
salary  survey.  The  memorandum  also  pointed  out  that  if  the  rates  for 
these  79  classes  were  fixed  at  the  highest  found  in  the  Commission's 
salary  survey,  the  immediate  increase  would  be  only  $394,000  and  the 
ultimate  annual  reduction  would  be  increased  to  $558,000.  It  was  esti- 
mated that  over  a  twenty-year  period  (assuming  all  ultimate  reductions 
to  be  effected  within  twenty  years)  this  would  make  a  difference  of  about 
$4,000,000  in  the  cost  of  salary  standardi2;ation  schedules  and  a  difference 
of  $305,000  per  year  thereafter. 

Hearings  and  Protests 

The  Civil  Service  Commission's  tentative  schedule  was  protested  by 
a  large  number  of  employees  and  representatives  of  groups  of  employees. 
After  lengthy  hearings  before  a  committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
the  schedule  was  referred  back  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  the 
technical  grounds  that  the  Commission  had  not  held  hearings  on  its 
proposed  schedules  before  adopting  these.  Subsequently  the  Commission 
held  a  series  of  hearings  and  incorporated  in  its  proceedings  all  of  the 
protests  previously  filed  with  or  presented  to  the  Supervisors.   The  aggre- 
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gate  increase  involved  in  such  protests  has  been  estimated  by  the  Com' 
mission's  consultant  as  approximately  $1,800,000  over  existing  salary  and 
wage  rates,  although  as  stated,  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission  estimates 
that  this  figure  is  excessive. 

Among  the  general  protests  presented  to  the  Supervisors  and  to  the 
Commission  are  the  following:  That  the  City  should  establish  $150  a 
month  as  a  minimum  living  wage  or  salary  for  City  employees;  that  the 
City  should  establish  a  minimum  wage  after  six  months  probation  of 
$200  per  month  for  clerical  service;  that  the  present  maximum  rates 
should  be  used  as  minimum  rates  in  the  new  schedules,  and  built  up  from 
there;  that  the  new  schedules  should  establish  only  minimum  rates  and 
no  maximum  rates;  that  the  charter  amendment  intended  that  salaries 
should  be  standardized  only  on  the  basis  of  and  in  compJirison  with 
existing  rates  in  the  City  service;  that  rates  in  outside  private  employment 
should  be  used  only  when  such  rates  apply  to  well  organi2;ed  groups; 
that  it  is  illegal  to  use  salary  data  on  employments  outside  of  the  City 
service,  and  even  though  the  Civil  Service  Commission  has  accumulated 
such  salary  data,  it  should  disregard  this;  that  the  term  "prevailing 
economic  conditions"  as  used  in  the  charter  does  not  mean  a  comparison 
with  rates  paid  in  outside  private  employment  or  in  other  cities,  but 
means  the  relation  between  present  living  costs  as  compared  with  those 
of  1924  and  as  applied  to  the  City's  1924  and  present  salaries,  etc. 
Study  of  Present  Rates 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  is  now  working  on  an  analysis 
of  the  present  City  salary  and  wage  rates  that  go  to  make  up  the  $9,900,' 
000  payroll  of  those  positions  subject  to  standardi2;ation.  Considering 
(1)  only  rates  paid  by  the  City  that  are  in  excess  of  a  prevailing  or  estab' 
lished  "going"  rate  in  local  private  employment,  or  (2)  where  such 
"going"  rates  are  not  established,  only  rates  paid  by  the  City  that  are  in 
excess  of  the  highest  found  in  either  local  private  employment  or  other 
California  governmental  jurisdictions  for  which  data  were  secured  during 
the  Commission's  survey — it  is  estimated  that  about  2800  employments, 
of  the  4600  subject  to  standardization,  receive  salaries  or  wages  in  excess 
of  the  above  mentioned  "going"  or  highest  rates.  Of  the  remaining  1800 
employments,  about  1200  are  not  in  excess  of  such  "going"  or  highest 
rates,  and  for  about  600,  little  or  no  comparative  data  are  available. 

This  study  is  as  yet  incomplete  and  these  figures  may  be  subject  to 
some  modification.  When  finally  checked,  it  will  be  published  in  "The 
City"  showing  the  employments  affected,  the  City  rate,  the  amount  and 
source  of  the  highest  outside  rate  and  the  amounts  involved  for  each 
classification. 
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Salary  Standardization 

In  Relation  To  Present  ''Excess  Pay'' 

In  The  City  Service 

The  Civil  Service  Commission's  revised  salary  standardization  schedule, 
as  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  Monday,  April  14,  is  esti- 
mated to  involve  a  total  increase  over  January,  1930,  salaries  of  approxi' 
mately  $526,000 — $428,000  as  estimated  by  the  Commission  for  positions 
to  which  "job  numbers"  have  been  assigned,  plus  an  additional  amount, 
estimated  at  $96,000  in  connection  with  the  original  1929  schedule,  for 
several  classes  in  which  the  number  of  positions  assigned  to  each  such 
class  were  not  shown. 

Compilations  are  not  as  yet  available  by  means  of  which  the  effect  of 
the  Commission's  revised  schedule  may  be  compared  with  its  original 
tentative  schedule  of  July  29,  1929.  The  new  schedule  includes  Water 
Department  employments,  which  were  not  under  City  control  when  the 
original  schedule  was  prepared.  Such  comparative  figures  as  can  be  com' 
piled  from  the  data  now  available  are  as  follows: 

1930  1929 

Revised  Original 

Schedule  Schedule 

(as  of  (as  of 

Jan.,  1930)  April,  1929) 


Number  of  positions  covered ?,147  4,642 

Estimated    annual    payroll    for   such    positions,    prior 

to  any  increases  due  to  standardization $ $9,908,184 

Addtional   seasonal   positions   and    classes    for   which 

job  numbers  were  not  assigned 600(est.) 

Amount  of  annual  payroll  therefor $ $ 

Number  of  classes  563  522 

Classes  for  which  various  positions  assigned  thereto 

would  be  entitled  to  pay  increases 302  264 

Estimated  amount  of  maximum  annual  increase $     524,000  $    476,232 

Estimated  amount  of  ultimate  maximum  annual  re- 
duction*    $    218,820  $    235,488 

Classes  covering  positions  subject  to  ultimate  reduc- 
tion*               133  130 

Ultimate  net  annual  cost $    307,180  $    204,744 


*The  1924  salary  standardization  amendment  provided  that  employees,  whose  com- 
pensations as  of  September  1,  1924,  were  higher  than  the  standard  rates  fixed 
for  the  service  rendered  by  such  employees,  should  not  be  reduced  but  should 
continue  to  receive  such  compensations.  The  "ultimate  reduction"  would  re- 
sult from  such  employees  leaving  the  service,  over  a  long  period  of  years,  and 
being  replaced  by  other  employees  at  the  lower  standard  rates. 

The   1929  original  schedule  was  protested  by  the  Bureau  of  Govern- 
mental Research  as  being  based  in  large  part  on  the  then  existing  ratesj  in    ^ 
the  San  Francisco  City  and  County  service.   These  rates  for  a  number  of 
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classes  were  found  to  be  higher  than  the  highest  paid  in  the  local  privat'ei 
employments  and  the  California  cities  and  counties  covered  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission's  salary  survey.  A  cursory  examination  of  the  new 
schedule  indicates  that  many  of  these  rates  are  continued,  also  that 'many 
rates  proposed  in  the  new  schedules  are  higher  than  those  proposed  in  the 
old. 

Estimates  of  "Excess  Pay" 

The  accompanying  tables  indicate  that  City  salaries  and  wages  based 
on  April,  1929,  payrolls,  as  compiled  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in 
connection  with  its  original  1929  schedule,  represent  a  minimum  annual 
payroll  cost  of  approximately  $800,000  in,  excess  of  the  highest  rat'e^ 
found  in  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  1929  salary  survey,  or  in  excess, 
of  local  prevailing  or  "going"  rates. 

That  this  estimate  of  $800,000  "excess  pay"  in  the  City  and  County, 
service  is  a  minimum  is  evidenced  by  the  following: 

(1)  Of  the  522  classes  included  in  the  original  1929  schedule,  only  147 
are  included  in  the  following  tabulations  of  "excess  pay."  For  211  other 
classes,  the  comparative  data  necessary  for  the  determination  of  "excess 
pay"  are  lacking  in  the  Commission's  1929  salary  survey  or  are  incomplete 
and  fragmentary.  Only  for  the  remaining  164  classes  are  the  1929  salaries 
demonstrably  not  in  excess  of  the  highest  or  "going"  rates  as  developed 
by  the  Commission's  survey. 

(2)  The  comparison  of  San  Francisco's  salary  and  wage  rates  wit,h, 
rates  in  local  private  employment  or  other  California  cities  and  counties 
is  based  on  the  City's  payroll  of  April,  1929,  since  which  time  a  number 
of  City  compensations  have  been  increased,  and  since  which  time,  also, 
the  Spring  'Valley  force  has  come  into  the  City  service  with  resultant 
pay  increases. 

(3)  In  the  comparison  of  City  rates  with  rates  in  local  private  employ 
ments  or  other  California  cities  and  counties,  the  highest  outside  rates 
have  been  used.  In  a  number  of  cases  these  rates  are  higher  than  and 
out  of  line  with  rates  for  similar  services  in  the  various  other  jurisdici' 
tions.  In  other  cases  it  is  probable  that  the  rate  in  some  outside  jurisdic 
tion  pertains  to  a  higher  class  of  service  than  the  class  in  the  City  service 
to  which  it  is  applied. 

(4)  A  large  number  of  periodic  temporary  or  seasonal  workers  paid 
by  the  City  in  excess  of  "going"  rates  are  not  included. 

Supplemental  estimates  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Re' 
search,  covering  36  of  the  147  classes  shown  in  the  following  "excess  pay" 
tables,  and  37  additional  classes,  indicate  that  the  San  Francisco  salary  and 
wage  rates  are  in  excess  of  local  prevailing  rates  or  normal  highest  rate,s 
in  other  jurisdictions,  to  the  extent  of  an  additional  $439,000  per  year. 
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To  the  extent  that  such  rates  are  reasonable  and  representative  of  prevail' 
ing  economic  conditions  and  comparable  with  City  rates  for  similar  serv 
ices,  the  City's  rates  of  pay  for  about  2800  positions  included  in  the  184 
classes  (out  of  a  total  of  522  classes  included  in  the  1929  schedule)  are 
$1,238,000  in  excess  of  normal  highest  or  local  prevailing  rates. 

Cost  of  Pay  for  Non-Work  Time 

The  largest  single  item  of  "excess  pay"— over  $368,000  per  year — is  rep- 
resented by  the  City's  policy  of  payment  for  non-working  time  of  per 
diem  employees.  Representatives  of  organizied  labor  have  continuously 
insisted  that  the  City  meet  and  maintain  the  so-called  "going"  or  prevail- 
ing rates.  These,  as  is  well  known,  are  frequently  based  on  intermittency 
of  employment,  especially  in  the  building  trades  services,  which  intermit- 
tency does  not  prevail  in  the  City  service.  Many  of  the  so-called  "going" 
rates,  as  these  are  applied  to  the  City  service,  are  "going"  only  in  so  far' 
as  organi2;ations  of  City  employees  are  concerned  and  are  not  paid  to 
employees  in  outside  private  employment.  In  other  words,  certain  of 
these  rates  are  not  "going"  rates. 

In  addition,  under  a  1908  City  Attorney's  opinion,  employees  paid  on 
a  per  diem  basis  are  considered  as  entitled  to  the  same  holiday  and  time- 
off  allowances,  with  pay,  as  other  City  employees.  Regardless  of  the  merits 
of  this  opinion,  this  has  been  interpreted  and  applied  as  entitling  all  pei 
diem  employees,  exclusive  of  those  engaged  on  utility  operations,  to 
time  off  with  pay  on  Saturday  half-holidays,  equivalent  to  26  days  per 
year,  and  all  employees,  including  those  engaged  on  utilities,  to  an  annual 
vacation  of  twelve  days  per  year — a  total  of  37  days'  pay  per  year  for  non- 
work  time. 

On  this  basis  a  $9.00  "going"  rate  for  carpenters,  cement  finishers,  elec- 
tricians, painters,  etc.,  really  costs  the  City  $10.23  per  man  per  working 
day,  calculated  on  the  basis  of  full  working  time;  a  $10.00  "going"  rate 
for  plumbers,  steam-fitters,  engineers,  etc.,  costs  the  City  $11.37  per  man 
per  working  day  for  full  working  time;  etc.  Because  of  this  situation,  the 
Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  has  proposed  to  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission a  scale  of  monthly  rates,  based  on  full  working  time  only,  for  the 
per  diem  employees  of  the  City  regularly  and  continuously  employed. 
Such  a  monthly  scale  would  be  considerably  in  excess  of  monthly  rates 
paid  by  local  employers  for  similar  regular  and  continuous  service  in  the 
various  crafts  affected. 

Effect  of  "Excess  Pay"  on  Standardization 

This  enumeration  of  "excess  pay" — approximately  $800,000  per  year, 
as  shown  in  the  accompanying  tables,  and  approximately  $1,238,000  per 
year  on  the  basis  of  supplemental  estimates  of  normal  highest  rates  and 
prevailing  rates  in  local  private  employment — does  not  necessarily  mean 
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that  the  City's  present  payroll  should  be  or  could  be  reduced  by  either  of 
these  amounts.  Nor  does  it  automatically  follow  that  the  Civil  Service 
Commission's  proposed  schedule,  providing  total  increases  of  $526,000 
per  year,  is  in  error. 

The  estimates  of  ''excess  pay"  indicate  only  that  the  present  payroll  is 
considerably  in  excess  of  all  available  comparative  rates  to  at  least  the 
estimated  amount  of  the  excess.  This  is  a  product  of  increases  previously 
authorized  on  the  basis  of  hearsay  evidence,  long  service,  "blanket"  titles, 
petitions  from  organized  groups,  etc.  Such  of  these  ''excess"  rates  as  were 
paid  to  incumbents  on  September  1,  1924,  must  be  continued  under  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  as  long  as  any  incumbent  legally  holds  suchj 
position.  In  addition,  as  the  result  of  the  heretofore  haphazard  methods 
of  authorizing  pay  increases,  various  classes  of  employees  may  have  failed 
to  secure  merited  increases. 

The  compilations  indicate  in  a  striking  way  that  many  of  the  City's 
present  pay  scales  are  higher  than  the  highest  found  in  local  private 
employment  or  other  California  governmental  jurisdictions  and  that  where 
such  high  rates  form  the  basis  of  the  rates  as  proposed  in  the  Civil 
Service  Commission's  schedule,  these  should  be  reduced. 
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THE  CITY,  APRIL  29,  1930 


Temporary  Adjustment  Of  V/ater 
Department  Compensation  Rates 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  recently  transmitted  to  the 
Finance  and  Public  Utilities  Committees  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the 
Board  of  Public  Works,  and  other  officials,  an  analysis  of  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  salary  and  wage  rates,  as  fixed  by  resolution  of  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  on  March  3rd  last,  on  the  occasion  of  taking  over 
management  and  control  of  the  Spring  Valley  water  properties  and 
personnel. 

The  analysis  indicates  that  the  annual  payroll  for  the  Water  Depart- 
ment personnel — 501  as  listed  in  the  roster  of  employees  taken  over  and 
appointed  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works — would  be  $921,316  on  the  basis 
of  former  Spring  Valley  rates  and  $1,059,845  on  the  basis  of  rates  fixed  by 
the  Board  of  Public  Works,  an  increase  of  $138,529  for  the  year.  The 
analysis  also  indicates  that  the  rates  as  fixed  by  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  exceed  the  minimum-rate  provisions  of  the  Water  Department 
operating  ordinance  by  $72,234  per  year  and  exceed  the  minimum  rates  as 
paid  in  other  City  utilities  and  departments  by  $79,398  per  year — all  in 
comparison  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  recent  compilation  of 
rates  paid  as  of  January,  1930,  for  all  classes  in  the  City  service  subject 
to  salary  standardization. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Water  Department  operating  ordinance  provides  for 
adjusting  salaries  and  wages  to  "at  least  the  minimum"  in  other  City 
utilities  and  departments,  it  is  not  beyond  the  power  of  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  to  propose  rates  higher  than  such  minima. 

Under  the  budgetary  provisions  of  the  Water  Department  operating 
ordinance,  however,  the  final  power  in  the  matter  of  these  salary  adjust- 
ments rests  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Water  Department  pro- 
posed budget,  incorporating  the  rates  of  salaries  and  wages  fixed  by  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  on  March  3rd,  was  submitted  to  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  by  the  Manager  of  the  Water  Department  late  in  March. 
After  amendment  and  approval  by  the  Works  Board  it  was  transmitted 
to  the  Supervisors  and  is  now  pending  before  the  Joint  Finance  and 
Public  Utilities  Committees. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research — with  salary 
standardization  pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  in  consid- 
eration of  the  rates  paid  to  other  City  employees  which  are  not  being 
increased  pending  the  consideration  of  proposed  salary  standards — the 
most  equitable  basis  would  be  to  authorize  only  such  Water  Department 
salary  and  wage  increases  as  are  necessary  to  conform  to  existing  City 
minimum  rates,  and,  where  the  old  Spring  Valley  rates  equal  or  exceed 
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such  minima,  to  defer  consideration  of  increases  in  such  rates  until  salary 
standardi2;ation  is  adopted  or  otherwise  disposed  of. 

Ordinance  Salary-Adjustment  Provisions 

During  the  Joint  Committees'  consideration  of  the  Water  Department 
operating  ordinance,  it  rejected  a  salaryadjustment  plan  suggested  by  the 
City  Attorney,  the  Secretary  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  the 
Bureau — to  the  effect  (1)  that  Spring  Valley  rates  should  be  continued 
until  a  temporary  budget,  including  salary  and  wage  rates,  should  be 
approved  by  the  Supervisors,  and  (2)  that,  on  such  approval,  the  amount 
of  each  increase  in  compensation  should  be  paid  to  each  employee  con' 
cerned,  retroactive  to  March  3rd.  In  lieu  thereof,  the  ordinance  author' 
i2;es  the  City  Auditor  to  approve  salaries  and  wages  in  accordance  with 
payrolls  approved  by  the  Manager  of  the  Water  Department,  the  Board 
of  Public  Works,  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

Therefore,  if  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  Supervisors,  in  adopting 
the  Water  Department  budget,  limit  salary  or  wage  increases  to  the 
minimum  entrance  rates  paid  in  other  City  departments,  many  of  the 
increases  paid  to  Water  Department  employees  since  the  March  15th 
payroll  will  be  eliminated. 

The  Water  Department  operating  ordinance  specifies  that  the  salary 
of  Spring  Valley  employees  taken  over  by  the  City  shall  be  subject  to 
standardization  as  provided  by  charter;  that,  pending  standardization, 
such  employees  shall  be  paid  at  least  the  minimum  entrance  rate  for 
similar  services  in  utilities  operated  by  the  City;  that  if  such  similar 
services  are  not  found  in  such  utilities  the  employees  shall  be  paid  at 
least  the  minimum  entrance  rate  for  similar  services  in  other  City  depart' 
ments;  that  the  minimum  entrance  rate  in  the  clerical  service  shall  be  not 
less  than  $150  per  month;  and  that  Spring  Valley  salaries  and  wages,  as 
of  January,  1930,  shall  not  be  reduced  unless  they  exceed  the  maximum 
paid  by  the  City  for  like  service,  or  unless  an  employee's  former  duties 
shall  be  diminished  under  the  Water  Department. 

In  a  memorandum  to  the  Joint  Finance  and  Public  Utilities  Com' 
mittees  dated  February  10th  last,  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research 
objected  to  the  salary  provisions  of  the  ordinance  and  proposed  that 
these  be  made  more  flexible.  This  suggestion  was  not  approved  by  the 
Joint  Committees,  but  in  lieu  thereof  the  ordinance  was  amended,  to 
provide  that  the  "minimum"  rates  in  City  utilities  or  departments  should 
be  "minimum  entrance"  rates  and  that  the  proposed  $150  minimum  wage 
should  apply  to  the  clerical  service  only.  (During  the  discussion  of  the 
$150  minimum  entrance  rate  for  clerical  service,  it  was  stated  that  this 
was  already  provided  by  ordinance;  subsequent  check  showed  that  the 
existing  ordinance  referred  to  provided  for  a  clerical  entrance  rate  of  "not 
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more  than  $150"'.)    No  specific  provision  was  made  for  fixing  rates  for 
services  not  found  in  other  City  utilities  or  departments. 

During  the  preparation  of  the  draft  of  the  ordinance  and  the  Joint 
Committees'  consideration  thereof — in  all  of  which  the  Bureau  partici' 
pated — the  provisions  relative  to  salary  adjustment  were  of  minor  impor- 
tance  as  compared  with  the  Joint  Committees'  consideration  of  other 
important  aspects  of  Water  Department  management,  operation,  fiscal 
control,  funds,  etc.  The  consensus  seemed  to  be  that  in  cases  where 
Spring  Valley  rates  were  lower  than  the  City's  rates,  these  should  be 
increased  to  the  City  minimum  and  that  otherwise  Spring  Valley  salaries 
and  wages  should  be  maintained  and  should  not  be  reduced  except  in 
special  cases  due  to  changed  conditions — all  pending  the  adoption  of 
salary  standards,  at  which  time  complete  equity  of  Water  Department 
salaries  and  wages  with  other  City  rates  could  be  established. 

Board  of  Public  Works'  Salary  Adjustment 

Of  501  positions  shown  on  the  roster  of  Water  Department  employees, 
462  rates,  or  92  per  cent,  have  been  increased  by  the  Board  of  Public 
Works;  22  have  not  been  increased,  and  for  17  of  the  employees  Usted 
as  "new",  Spring  Valley  rates  are  not  shown  and  so  the  action  taken  is 
not  apparent. 

Of  the  462  rates  increased,  159  have  been  increased  to  the  minimum 
paid  in  City  utilities  or  departments,  and  11  to  less  than  such  minima; 
58  receiving  less  than  such  minimum  rates  have  been  increased  to  more 
than  such  minima;  75  already  at  or  over  such  minimum  rates  have  been 
increased;  and  159  positions  for  which  there  are  no  similar  classes  in  City 
utilities  or  departments,  and  thus  no  "ordinance  minimum  rate",  have 
been  increased. 

In  the  Board  of  Public  Works'  salary  adjustment,  salaries  and  wages 
for  positions  grouped  in  one  class,  on  the  basis  of  similar  duties  and 
responsibilities,  have  been  fixed  at  varying  rates.    For  example: 

General  Clerk,  $150'165'170'175'180'185'190'(225?); 

Senior  Clerk,  $190'200'210'215'225; 

General  Clerk-Stenographer,  $150'160'165; 

Laborer  (City),  $6.00  d.'7.50  d.'l75  mo.; 

Laborer  (Peninsula),  $5.00  d.'5.50  d.; 

Laborer  (Alameda),  4.50  d.'5.00  d.; 

Oiler,  $175-185; 

Serviceman,  $7.00-7.50-7.75  d. 

In  the  case  of  clerks,  it  is  probable  that  this  was  intended  to  par- 
tially  maintain  the  former  Spring  Valley  pay  ratios  between  individual 
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positions;  obviously  the  $150  ordinance  minimum  materially  disturbed  the 
previous  pay  ratios  of  clerical  employees.  In  other  cases,  former  pay 
ratios  are  reversed.  For  various  classes  of  service  not  found  in  other  City 
utilities  or  departments,  the  basis  for  the  increases  is  not  apparent. 

Reference  to  the  accompanying  tabulations  is  necessary  for  an  under' 
standing  of  the  relation  between  the  ratios  fixed  for  each  class  in  the 
Water  Department  and  the  rates  now  paid  in  other  City  utilities  and 
departments  for  the  same  classes  of  service,  where  such  similar  City 
services  exist. 

Comment 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research,  application 
of  the  salaryadjustment  provisions  of  the  Water  Department  operating 
ordinance  is  not  in  consonance  with  the  intent  of  the  Joint  Finance  and 
Public  Utilities  Committees  in  discussing  and  approving  these  provisions. 
Many  of  the  increases  allowed  to  Water  Department  employees  grant 
such  employees  higher  pay  than  City  employees  in  other  utilities  or 
departments  who  are  assigned  to  the  same  classes  and  perform  like  duties. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission's  revised  salarystandardiziation  sched- 
ules are  now  pending  before  the  Joint  Finance  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittees.  Approval  of  the  Water  Department  payschedules,  as  proposed, 
may  have  the  indirect  effect,  as  a  commitment  on  specific  rates,  of  neces- 
sitating revision  upward  of  salary-standardization  schedules. 

On  the  basis  of  equity  of  pay  for  all  City  employees,  the  pending 
salary  standardisation,  and  the  Bureau's  understanding  of  the  intent  of 
the  Joint  Finance  and  Utilities  Committees  relative  to  Water  Department 
salary  adjustment,  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  believes  that  the 
Supervisors  in  acting  on  the  proposed  Water  Department  budget,  should 
limit  pay  increases  to  only  such  as  are  required  to  bring  Water  Depart- 
ment salaries  and  wages  to  the  minimum  rates  paid  for  similar  services  in 
other  City  utilities  and  departments. 

Accompanying  Tabulations 

The  accompanying  tabulations  show  the  increases  voted  by  the  Board 
of  Public  Works  for  Water  Department  employments,  where  such  in- 
creases are  over  the  minimum  rates  contemplated  or  provided  for  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Water  Department  operating  ordinance.  Employments 
are  as  designated  by  Civil  Service  classification  titles.  The  number  in 
each  such  class  is  shown,  together  with  the  former  Spring  Valley  rate  of 
pay,  and  the  rate  as  fixed  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works. 
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WATER  DEPARTMENT  INTERIM  WAGE  RATES 

Showing  Increases  Over  Ordinance  Minima,  Over  Other  City  Minimum 

Rates,  and  for  New  Classes  Where  There  Are  No 

Similar  City  Services  or  Rates.  i 

Monthly  Excess 
(With  Proviso  S.V.  I 
Rate  be  not  reduced 


Class  No.  of  Minimum  Comparative  Rates 

PEN.— San  Mateo  Posi-  S.V.  B.P.W.  City  Utility  or  Departments 

Code             ALA. — Alameda  tions  Rate  Rate                       ( 1 93C  C.S.C.  Tabulation) 

(1)                         (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)                                          (6) 


Over       Over  Exist 
Ordinance    ing  Ratei 
Minimum    City  De- 
Rates      partment 
(7)  (8) 


fB  4    Bookkeeper    1 


B     6 


B222 


Senior  Book-  1  $215.00  $250.00 

keeper    (2) 1     225.00     275.00 


(  Health 

/  Auditor  and  Fire 

(  Municipal    Ry. 
'/  Treasurer 


General  Clerk  (59)     2 

125.00 

150.00 

Municipal  Ry. 

2 

140.00 

150.00 

Library 

1 

140.00 

170.00 

Playground 

1 

140.00 

175.00 

District  Atty. 

1 

150.00 

150.00 

Elections 

2 

150.00 

165.00 

Health 

4 

150.00 

175.00    ■ 

Hospital 

11 

155.00 

170.00 

Justices   Ct. 

3 

160.00 

170.00 

Treasurer 

23 

160.00 

175.00 

Auditor 

2 

165.00 

175.00 

City  Attorney 

1 

165.00 

190.00 

Education 

2 

170.00 

180.00 

Retirement 

2 

170.00 

190.00 

Supervisors 

1 

175.00 

185.00 

1 

New 

225.00 

Senior  Clerk               1 

165.00 

200.00 

r  Health           \ 

(10)    1 

175.00 

190.00 

Assessor        i 

2 

185.00 

200.00 

Three  Depts. 

1 

190.00 

215.00 

1 

195.00 

210.00 

2 

200.00 

225.00 

2 

210.00 

225.00 

B228 


B234    Head  Clerk  (3). 1     250.00     265.00 


I  Municipal  Railway 
Civil   Service   Com.   / 
Tax  Collector  f 

Auditor 
Works,    Acctg. 


,$190.00  \ 
200.00  / 

225.00  ( 
200.00  f 

150.00 
110.00 
135.00 


150.00 

160.00 
175.00 


190.00 
200.00 
215.00 


240.00 
200.00 

215.00 
225.00J 


B302 


B311 


B315 


B352 
B354 


Addressograph 
Operator   (2)   .. 

Bookkeeping 
Machine  Oper- 
ator (13)   


1     110.00    150.00    J  Elections 
1     125.00     150.00     / 


225.00 


Photographer, 
Water   Service 


1  125.00  150.00 

1  150.00  175.00 

11  160.00  175.00 

1  160.00  175.00 


\  No  similar  City  service 


Storekeeper  PEN. 
Gen'l    Storekeeper 


1     135.00     150.00 
1     150.00     175.00 


tB365  Sen'r   Storekeeper    1 


B458 


General  Clerk- 
Stenographer 
(10)    


120.00     150.00 

5D(125)   150.00 

130.00     150.00 


13.5.00 
145.00 
150.00 


150.00 
160.00 
165.00 


B454    Telephone  Oper- 
ator—PEN.    (1) 
Telephone  Oper- 
ator  (3)   


1  3.50D  4.00D 

1  120.00  150.00 

1  135.00  150.00 

1  150.00  165.00 


Engineering  265.00  ) 

Stated  as  part  time  and  )- 

not  comparable?  \ 

Hospital  85.00  (inc.   main.) 

Hospital  150.00 

Electricity  175.00 

No   similar   City  service 

Municipal  Ry.  150.00 

Health    (inc.    main.)  105.00 

Hospital  110.00 

Education  135.00 

Five  Depts.  150.00 


Part  time — no  similar  City 

service 
Municipal   Ry.  150.00] 

Hospital  (inc.  main.)  105.00 
L.H.  Home  (inc.  main.)  110.00 
Eight   Depts.  150.00 J 


$25.00 
50.00 


20.00 
25.00 


30.00 

100.00 

165.00 

30.00 

345.00 

20.00 

25.00 

20.00 

40.00 

10.00 
75.00 

10.00 


20.00 
25.00 
15.00 
50.00 
30.00 

15.00 


25.00 
165.00 


15.00 


25.00 


10.00 
15.00 

.50D* 


30.00 

15.00 

15.00       15.00 


tShown  in   Revised  Classification,    not   in  Roster. 

•Items  marked  are  shown  for  comparison,  but  are  not  included  in  totals. 
••No  similar  City  class  as  baS'is  for  increase. 
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e 

Class 

PEN.— San  Mateo 

ALA. — Alameda 

(2) 

No.  of 

Po»i-      S.V. 

tiont      Rate 

(3)       (4) 

B.P.W. 
Rate 
(5) 

Minimum  Comparative  Ratet 

City  Utility  or  Departments 

(I930C.S.C.  Tabulation) 

(6) 

Monthly  Excess 

Over 

Ordinance 

Minimum 

Rates 

(7) 

Over  Exist- 
ing Ratet, 
City  De- 
partments 
(8) 

)4 

Clerk-Typist    

1 
1 
1 
2 

1 

70.00 

80.00 

100.00 

105.00 

115.00 

150.00 
150.00    . 
150.00 
150.00 
150.00 

■  Library 
Works,   Acctg. 
Tax  Collector  ( 
Engineer             f 

110.00 
130.00 
175.00 

- - 

40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
80.00 
35.00 

52 

Elevator  Operator 

1 

135.00 

160.00 

Municipal   Ry. 
Library 
Bldg.  Repair 

160.00 
110.00 
155.00 

i      ■•■•■■- 

25,00 

H 

Janitor    

4 

105.00 

155.00 

Municipal    Ry, 

.72y2C  hour 
Juvenile   Court 
Electricity 
Education             ) 
.Building  Repair  J 

145.00 
135.00 
150.00 
155.00 

40.00 

80.00 

Janitor  PEN 

1 

110.00 

125.00 

No  similar  City 

service 

15.00 

15.00** 

36 

Sub -Foreman 
Janitor  . _ 

1 

150.00 

175.00 

■  Municipal   Ry. 
.78%c   hour 
Education 
"■Bldg.  Repair 

157.50 
155.00 
190.00  J 

17.50 

20.00 

»2 

\Vatchm'nPBN.(3) 

14D(100)5D(125) 
2     125.00     150.00 

No  similar  City 
No  similar  City 

service 
service 

25.00 
50.00 

25.00** 
50.00** 

52 

Watchman 
City  (2) 

2  5D(125) 

155.00 

Municipal   Ry.                               1 

.72y2C  hour                      145.00 
Hospital    (inc.    main.)       75.00 
Playground                          100.00 
Library                                 150.00 
Bldg.  Repair                       155.00, 

20.00 

160.00 

54 

Lineman  PEN. 

...1 

6D(150) 

200.00 

Peninsula — None 
Municipal  Ry. 
.921/20  hour 
'■  Electricity 

] 

185.00 
215.00  J 

15.00 

15.00** 

04 

Civil  Engineer- 
ing  Inspector  .... 

1 

225.00 

240.00 

Engineering 

225.00 

15.00 

15.00 

}6 

Senior  Civil  Engi- 
neering Inspector 

1 

225.+ 
AUow. 

250.+ 
Allow. 

Engineering 

225.00 

25.00 

25.00 

52 

Junior   Civil 
Engineering 
Draftsman 

2 

150.00 

175.00 

Engineering 

160.00 

30.00 

30.00 

54 

Civil  Engineering 
Draftsman   _ 

2 

200.00 

225.00 

Engineering 

175.00 

50.00 

50.00 

58 

Senior  Civil 
Engineering 
Draftsman 

2 

225.00 

250.00    ^ 

Playground 
Engineering 

200.00 
225.00 

50.00 

50.00 

22 

House  Mother  

1 

75.00 
(Part 
Time) 

85.00 

No  similar  City 

service 

10.00 

10.00** 

4    Laborer — City   

(82)                         New 

New- 

4 

21 

36 

4 

3 

4 

10 

4.50 
4.50 
5.00 
5.00 
5D(125) 
5D(125) 
5.25 

6.00 
6.00 
6.00 
6.00 
175.00 
7.50 
6.00 

Works            ) 

Electricity    -                           6.00 

Fire               i 

Hospital   (inc.  maint.) 

75.00  mo. 

75."00 
150.00 

75T60 
150.00 

Laborer— PEN 

(24)                  New 

12 
5 
2 
5 

4.50 

9 

4'.  50 

5.00 

5.00 
5.00    . 
5.50 
5.50 

Health  Farm 
Health    Farm 

5.00  day  i 
125.00  mo. 

J 

25.'00 
62.00 

25."00 
62.00 

Laborer — ALA. 
(24)                      New 

New 

11 
1 

11 
1 

•? 

4".  50 
5.00 

4.50     . 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 

Hetch  Hetchy  ALA.           4.50 

12.00 
■       138.00 

12.00** 
138.00** 

tShown  in  Revised  Classification,   not  in  Roster. 

*Items  marked  are  shown  for  comparison,  but  are  not  included  in  totals, 
**No  similar  City  class  as  basis  for  increase. 
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Class 

No.  of 

Minimum  Comparative  Rates 

PEN.— San  Mateo 

Posi- 

S.V. 

B.P.W. 

City  Utility  or  Departments 

Code 

ALA. — Alameda 

tions 

Rate 

Rate 

(1930  C.S.C.  Tabulation) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

J     6 

Water  Pipe 
Welder 

1 

G.40 

7.50 

Municipal  Railway 
(Track  Welder) 

.72V2C  hour— 5.80  day 
"■                      S5c   hour— 6.80  day 

J  66    Garageman  


tK16    Special  Counsel 
Water  Service  .. 


5.50 


6.5U 


1000.00 


M266    Foreman  Meter 

Repair    l  185.00  200.00 

M268    Foreman  Machin- 
ist, Water  Service    1  250.00  265.00 

O  10    Truck  Driver,              1  5.50  7.50 

Light  (City)  (187.50) 

O  10     Truck  Driver  1  5.60  6.50 

Light,  PEN 1  5.75  6.50 

(162.50) 

O  10    Truck  Driver, 

Light,  ALA 1  5.00  6.50 

O  58    Gardener  (2)  1  5.OO  6.00 

(150.00) 

1  6.00  6.50 
>  (162.50 

O  58     Gardener,    PEN 1  5.00  5.50 

0116    Teamster 

2-horse,    ALA 1  5.00  5.50 

0162    Boiler  Cleaner, 

City  1  145.00  165.00 

Boiler  Clnr.,  PEN.     1  130.00  150.00 

0164     Oiler,  City  (6) _     4  150.00  175.00 

2  150.00  185.00 

0164     Oiler,  PEN.  (10)....     9  150.00  175.00 

1  160.00  185.00 

0166     Fireman,  City  (8)     8  155.00  185.00 


0166     Fireman,  PEN.  (6)     5     155.00     185.00 
1     160.00     185.00 


0168     Engineer,    Sta- 
tionary Steam, 
City 


6     180.00     220.00 


0168     Engineer,    Sta- 
tionary Steam,         1 
PEN.  (8)  7 

O170    Asst.  Chief  Engi- 
neer, City 2 

Asst.Ch.Engr.PEN.   1 

U  20     Office  Boy  (3) 1 

2 


160.00     185.00 
180.00     220.00 


205.00     235.00 
205.00     235.00 


60.00 
75.00 


75.00 
85.00 


Municipal   Railway 

.85c  hour — 6.80  day 
Street    Cleaning 

(Laborer)  6.00  day 

-Stores  and  Yards  160.00 

Chief  Attorney.   Civil     600.00  ) 

Special  Counsel  850.00  > 

'  City  Attorney  667.00  ) 


No    similar   City    service 


No    similar    City   service 


Playground 
Hospital 


125.00 
145.00 


(Health  Farm   (inc. 

■j                  main.)  160.00 

Hetch  Hetchy  ALA.  6.00 

(  City   Utility  None 
J  L.  H.  Home  (inc. 

j       maint.)  110.00 

I  Hospital    (inc.   maint.)  135.00 


(  City  Utility 
)  Health  Farm 


None\ 
150.00  / 


No    similar    City   service 


No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 


Works  I 

Hospital  f 

Fire 


185.00 
195.00 
No   City   Peninsula   service 


Education 
L.   H.   Home 
Hospital 
Works 
Fire 


220.00 
230.00 


No  City  Peninsula  service 


No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 


tShown  in  Revised  Classification,   not  in  Roster. 

♦Items  marked  are  shown  for  comparison,  but  are  not  included  in  totals. 
**No  similar  City  class  as  basis   for  increase. 
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13.00 


20.00 
20.00 


225.00 
25.00 


60.00 
30.00 
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Class 
PEN. — San  Mateo 
ALA. — Alameda 
(2) 


No.  of 

Posi- 

S.V. 

B.P.W. 

tions 

Rate 

Rate 

(3) 

(4) 

(b) 

Minimum  Comparative  Rates 

City  Utility  or  Departments 

(1930  C.S.C.  Tabulation) 

(6) 


Monthly  Excess 

Over      Over  Exist- 

Ordinance    ing  Rates, 

Minimum    City  Oe- 

Rates      partments 

(7)  (8) 


reneral   Manager 

and  Ch.   Eng'r....    1  1250.00  1250.00 


luperintendent 
of  Collections  — 

1 

275.00 

300.00 

Lssistant  Super- 
visor,  Consum- 
ers'  Accounts  — 

1 

275.00 

290.00 

lupervisor.  Con- 
sumers' Accounts 

1 

325.00 

340.00 

assistant  Manager 
Water   Sales   

'l 
1 

340.00 
3D. 

360.00 
4D. 

ieadman   

3 

1 

5.25         6.00 

150.00  mo. 

5.00     175.00 

Compressor  Oper- 
ator, Portable  — 

5 

6.40 

7.50 

talker  

14 

6.40 

7.50 

J:ain  Pipe  Forem'n    6 

serviceman  (16)....   14 
PEN.     1 

1 

Jateman    — 6 

shut-off   Man    (6)     1 
5 

Service    Inspector    1 

Special  Complaint 
Inspector     (2) 1 

Hoseman,    Ships 
and  Docks  _     2 

Meter  Inspector.—    1 

(8)     1 

6 

Chief  Meter  In- 
spector   1 

Reservoir  Keeper,     2 
City  (4)  

1 

Reservoir  Keeper, 
'EN.    (4)    _ 4 

Reservoir  Keeper, 
ALA.    (2)    — 2 

Contractors'  and 
Builders'  Insptr.       1 

(Jeneral  Foreman, 
Service  &  Meters     1 


6.65 


6.40 
6.50 
6.65 

6.65 

140.00 
160.00 


7.75 


7.50 
7.00 
7.75 

7.75 

175.00 
175.00 


Manager,   Municipal 

Railway  700.00 

1st  Assistant   City 

Engineer,    Hetch 

Hetchy  Construction  700.00 


No  similar  City  service 


No  similar   City  service 


No  similar  City  service 


No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service, 

as  classified 
City  labor  rate     6.00 

No  similar  City  service, 
as   classified 

No  similar  City  service, 
as    classified 

No  similar  City  service, 
as   classified 


,_ ..^_ i.OO-. 

I  Municipal  W.  W.  Asst.  175.00 
Comparable?  ■' 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 


180.00    190.00       No  similar  City  service 


150.00    165.00 
175.00     190.00 


155.00 
160.00 
165.00 


175.00 
175.00 
175.00 


190.00     215.00 

135.+  150.-f 
Allow.  Allow. 
140.-1-  155.-H 
Allow.  Allow. 
150.00     165.00 


135.-I-     150.-I- 
AUow.  Allow. 

135.-I-     150.-I- 
Allow.  Allow. 


210.00     225.00 
265.00    275.00 


No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 


No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 


No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 


550.00     550.00*' 


25.00       25.00** 


15.00       15.00** 


15.00       15.00* 


20.00       20.00** 
l.OOD*  l.OOD* 


56.00* 

25.00       50.00* 


137.00  137.00** 

385.00  385.00** 

165.00  165.00** 

35.00  ?     ** 

?     ** 

'9. "do  ?   *• 

165.00  165.00** 

35.00  35.00** 

75.00  75.00** 

10.00  10.00** 


15.00       15.00** 
15.00       15.00** 


20.00  20.00** 
15.00  15.00** 
60.00       60.00** 


25.00  25.00** 

30.00  30.00** 

15.00  15.00** 

15.00  15.00** 

6Q.00  60.00** 

30.00  30.00** 

15.00  15.00** 

10.00  10.00** 


hown  in  Revised  Classification,  not  in  Roster.  ,   j  j  ■     *„*„i_ 

;ems  marked  are  shown  for  comparison,  but  are  not  included  in  totals, 
lo  similar  City  class  as  bas'is  for  increase. 
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Craii  No.  of 

PEN.— San  Mateo        Posl-      S.V.  B.P.W. 

Codo             ALA. — Alameda          tioni      Rate  Rate 

(1) (2) (3)        (4)  (5) 

U140    General  Foreman, 

Main   Pipes   1     265.00  275.00 

U142  Assistant  Superin- 
tendent City  Dis- 
tribution    _     1     325.00  350.00 

U204    Cook  and  Janitor, 

PEN _ 1     125.  +  140. + 

Allow.  Allow. 

U208    Flumewalker, 

PEN.     _ 2        4.50  5.00 

U212    Ranger,    PEN -     1        4.00  5.00 

1     115.00'  135.00 

3     115.+  135.-f- 

Allow.  Allow. 

1     126.00  145.00 


Minimum  Comparative  Ratei 

City  Utility  or  Department) 

(1930  C.S.C.  Tabulation) 

(6) 


U214    Pump  Operator.... 
PEN.    (7) 

4 
1 
1 

125.00     140.00 

6.00        6.50 

150.4-     165.-I- 

Allow.  Allow. 

ALA.    (5) 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 

160.00     175.00 
30  P.T.  30  P.T. 
4.50        5.00 
125.00     140.00 
135.+     150.+ 
Allow.  Allow. 

tU215  Head  Pump 

Operator  

3 

?              ? 

U226    General  Mainten- 
ance Fmn.,  ALA. 


U227    General  Manten- 
ance  Fmn.,  PEN. 


U228     Meterman 
Country  . 


U230     Maintenance 

Foreman,   PEN._ 

U231     Asst.  Superin- 
tendent, ALA.   _ 

V    8     Sub  Foreman, 

Agriculture,  ALA. 


1     175.00     190.00 


1     185.-f-     200.+ 
AUow.  Allow. 

1     160.4-     175.-1- 
Allow.  Allow. 


1     184.00    200.00 
1  ?  ? 

1        6.00        6.50 


No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  Citj^  service 

No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 

No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 
No  similar  City  service 


25.00 

25.00 
20.00 
60.00 

20.00 

60.00 
13.00 
15.00 

15.00 

12700 
30.00 
15.00 


t  Shown  in   Revised  Classification,   not  in  Roster. 

•Items  marked  are  shown  for  comparison,  but  are  not  included  in  totals. 
•*No  similar  City  class  as  basis  for  increase. 
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The  $68,115,000  Power  Bond  Issues 

(Four  separate  bond  proposals  on  the  August  26th  ballot) 

Recommend  That  These  Be  DISAPPROVED 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  outlines  herein  the  results  of 
Its  analysis  of  the  four  proposed  power  bond  issues  appearing  on  the 
August  26th  ballot,  totaling  $68,115,000,  and  the  recommendation,  based 
on  such  analysis,  that  these  four  issues  be  disapproved.  The  reasons  for 
such  disapproval  are  enumerated  in  brief  in  this  summary  and  are  dis- 
cussed in  detail  in  the  report  following  the  summary. 

As  stated  on  various  occasions  in  the  past,  the  Bureau  of  Governmental 
Research  is  neither  a  proponent  nor  an  opponent  of  either  public  or  pri' 
vate  ownership  of  public  utilities.  As  a  citizens'  agency  for  the  study  of 
public  business,  the  Bureau  is  interested  in  pubhc  utility  proposals  only  as 
these  are  brought  up  in  connection  with  the  governmental  proceedings 
or  policies  of  the  City  and  County.  On  this  basis  the  Bureau  views  these 
four  proposed  bond  issues  in  the  same  light  as  though  they  were  for  hos- 
pitals, parks,  playgrounds,  airport,  or  any  other  proposed  municipal 
improvement  or  development,  and  on  this  basis  it  recommends  that  these 
be  DISAPPROVED. 

SUMMARY 

1.  The  submission  of  the  proposed  $68,115,000  bond  issues  at  the 
August  26th  election  has  not  grown  out  of  nor  been  forced  by  any 
demonstrated  public  necessity  that  the  two  local  and  privately-owned 
power  distributing  systems  be  acquired  out  of  the  proceeds  of  these  pro- 
posed bond  issues.  Such  submission  has  grown  out  of  State  law  provisions 
whereby  the  city,  having  initiated  condemnation  proceedings  looking  to 
the  acquisition  of  the  companies'  properties,  would  have  to  pay  the  com- 
panies' costs  of  the  valuation  proceedings — estimated  as  over  $400,000 — 
unless  the  bond  issues  were  submitted  "with  due  diligence." 

2.  The  capital  cost  involved,  over  $85,000,000  in  all,  has  increased 
more  than  two  and  one-half  times  over  the  estimate  of  $33,500,000  six 
years  ago,  when  the  acquisition  proceedings  were  first  proposed.  This 
earlier  cost  estimate  was  characterized  by  city  officials  as  "too  high"  to 
insure  the  success  of  municipal  acquisition  and  operation. 

3.  The  condemnation  and  valuation  proceedings  were  initiated  more 
than  six  years  ago,  for  the  stated  purposes  of  avoiding  the  waste  of  the 
city's  Hetch  Hetchy  power  resources  and  of  deriving  large  profits  from 
the  enterprise.  Since  that  time  the  Hetch  Hetchy  "power  crop"  has  been 
legally  disposed  of.  Such  disposal  was  declared  a  legal  impossibility  in 
1923-24-25   when  acquisition   of  the  local  privately-owned  systems  was 
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being  urged.  During  the  last  five  years,  the  city  has  received  a  gross 
revenue  of  $10,600,000  from  the  power — about  $2,200,000  per  year,  of 
which  about  $1,800,000  yearly  has  been  applied  to  Hetch  Hetchy  debt 
charges  and  the  consequent  relief  of  the  taxpayers. 

4.  The  $68,115,000  bond  issues,  as  submitted,  are  inadequate  to 
acquire  the  two  local  distributing  systems  and  enter  into  the  business  of 
power  distribution,  according  to  the  City  Engineer.  He  stresses  the  neces- 
sify  of  about  $17,000,000  more,  or  $85,045,000  in  all.  Various  supervisors, 
in  voting  to  eliminate  the  $17,000,000  at  this  time,  urged  that  this  addi- 
tional sum  could  come  from  power  revenues  under  municipal  operation. 
On  the  basis  of  all  available  estimates,  this  is  clearly  impossible. 

5.  The  bond  issues  submitted  are  based  on  Railroad  Commission 
valuation  decisions,  which  the  companies  have  not  agreed  to,  and  which, 
in  all  probability,  they  will  contest  in  the  courts,  should  the  bond  issues 
be  voted.  Under  such  circumstances  the  original  valuation  figures  may 
be  increased.  In  any  event,  the  cost  to  the  city  would  increase  at  least 
$4,000,000  per  year  during  the  period  of  litigation. 

6.  Conservative  estimates  of  operating  results,  as  detailed  herein, 
indicate  that,  under  city  operation,  net  revenues  would  be  insufficient  to 
finance  average  annual  requirement  for  extensions  and  additions,  and 
would  fall  far  short  of  financing  such  annual  additions  plus  the  City 
Engineer's  initial  $17,000,000  construction  program  which  the  supervisors 
voted  to  exclude  from  these  original  bond  proposals. 

7.  The  $68,115,000  bond  issues  as  proposed,  and  the  estimates  of  net 
revenues  available  for  financing  a  continuing  annual  extension  program, 
indicate  the  necessity  of  future  bond  issues  for  power  purposes. 

8.  The  present  Hetch  Hetchy  power  house,  and  the  ''power  crop" 
therefrom,  which  started  the  chain  of  proceedings  in  1923  that  has  cul- 
minated in  these  $68,115,000  bond  issue  proposals,  has  a  capacity  of  only 
38.5  per  cent  of  San  Francisco's  1931  power  demand,  as  estimated  by 
the  City  Engineer,  and  only  31.6  per  cent  of  the  1935  demand.  Stated 
otherwise,  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power,  as  a  by-product  of  our  water  project, 
and  equivalent  to  only  one-third  of  the  power  generating  facilities  required 
by  the  power  consumption  within  the  city,  is  the  basis  for  the  proposals 
that  we  acquire  100  per  cent  of  the  city's  required  power  generation  and 
distribution  facilities.  This  is  not  an  argument  against  the  purchase  pro- 
posals, if  otherwise  desirable,  but  is  emphasized  to  indicate  the  proper 
relationship  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  system. 

9.  The  "carving  out"  of  the  San  Francisco  local  power  generating  and 
distributing  system  from  the  existing  regional  systems  seems  certain  to 
result  in  higher  costs,  and  therefore  higher  rates,  for  both  local  consumers 

[47] 


THE  CITY,  AUGUST  7,  1930 


and  the  consumers  in  the  remaining  portion  of  the  regional  systems.  Such 
"carving  out"  would  disrupt  ""diversity  of  use"  (the  relationship  of  the 
demand  for  power  in  city,  agricultural,  mining,  and  other  diverse  power- 
using  areas,  each  with  offsetting  daily  or  seasonal  maximum  power  require- 
ments) and  the  "load  factors"  resulting  from  such  diversity.  Such  disrup- 
tion would  operate  to  the  disadvantage  of  both  areas. 

For  example,  the  Pacific  Gas  fe?  Electric  regional  "load  factor"  is  6.^ 
per  cent — meaning  that  its  power  plants  serving  the  whole  region  can  be 
operated  to  capacity  63  per  cent  of  the  time.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric  Company's  San  Francisco  load  factor  is  only  42 
per  cent — meaning  that  its  power  plants,  if  serving  San  Francisco  alone, 
could  be  operated  to  capacity  only  42  per  cent  of  the  time.  As  part  of  a 
regional  system,  San  Francisco  consumers  benefit  by  this  situation.  As  an 
isolated  or  independent  local  system,  San  Francisco  would  have  to  have  a 
50  per  cent  increase  in  power  house  capacity — which  means  additional 
costs — would  have  to  provide  three  power  houses  where,  as  part  of  a 
regional  system,  two  are  now  adequate.  The  remaining  area  of  the  region 
would  have  a  similar  problem,  and  a  resulting  increase  in  costs. 

10.  If  the  city  operates  an  independent  municipal  power  system, 
necessarily  restricted  to  consumers  within  its  boundaries,  it  can  hardly 
operate  at  higher  than  the  present  42  per  cent  load  factor,  and  this  will 
automatically  reduce  the  productivity  of  its  Moccasin  Creek  plant.  This 
plant  now  operates  and  produces  power  on  a  75  per  cent  load  factor,  this 
high  rate  of  operation  being  one  of  the  conditions  highly  favorable  to  the 
city,  as  specified  in  the  1925  agency  agreement  for  the  marketing  of 
its  power.  According  to  the  City  Engineer,  the  city  in  1929  agencied  458 
million  kilowatt  hours;  he  estimates  that  in  1931  the  Moccasin  Creek 
plant,  as  part  of  an  independent  municipal  system,  would  market  only 
354  million  k.w.h. 

11.  The  proposed  $68,115,000  bond  issues,  if  adopted,  would  increase 
San  Francisco's  bonded  debt  from  the  present  $162,000,000,  approxi- 
mately, to  $230,000,000.  The  city's  present  debt  status  is  equivalent  to 
about  $1300  per  family  of  five;  the  proposed  issues  would  increase  this 
to  about  $1840.  If  these  are  approved  they  will  leave  a  leeway  for  new 
debt  of  about  $22,000,000  under  the  official  interpretation  of  the  law. 
Under  another  interpretation  of  the  same  law — based  on  a  1928  consti- 
tutional amendment  and  a  1929  state  law  which  may  necessitate  judicial 
determination — the  $68,000,000  of  proposed  bond  issues  will  be  about 
$25,000,000  in  excess  of  the  city's  legal  debt  limit,  and  therefore  could 
not  be  sold  or  used. 

12.  Various  proposed  bond  issues  and  curtailed  development  programs 
during  the  last  two  years  alone  for  hospitals,  parks,  playgrounds,  airport, 
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sewers,  railway  extensions,  and  other  public  improvements  total  over 
$30,000,000.  Practically  all  of  this  work,  if  and  when  authori2;ed,  will 
require  bond  issue  financing.  This  sum  is  in  excess  of  the  $22,000,000 
leeway  for  new  debt  under  the  official  interpretation  of  the  city's  debt 
limit,  with  no  leeway  for  emergencies  nor  for  the  financing  of  projects 
that  may  become  urgent  but  which  are  not  as  yet  forcefully  advocated. 

13.  On  the  present  assessed  valuation,  the  $17,000,000  additional 
power  bonds  recommended  by  the  City  Engineer  would,  under  the  official 
interpretation  of  the  city's  debt  limitation,  leave  a  leeway  for  new  debt 
for  other  municipal  projects  and  emergencies  of  only  $5,500,000.  This 
seems  an  utterly  inadequate  margin  and,  by  the  redemption  of  bonds  and 
annual  increases  in  assessments,  it  will  grow  at  the  rate  of  only  about 
$3,500,000  each  year. 

14.  The  proposed  $68,115,000  bond  issues,  considered  solely  as  pubHc 
utility  measures,  do  not  have  the  virtue  of  necessity,  such,  for  example, 
as  the  financing  of  an  adequate  water  supply  for  future  generations  and 
the  acquisition  of  storage  areas  therefor  that  dictated  and  practically 
forced  the  Spring  Valley  purchase;  nor  the  building  of  transportation 
facilities  necessary  for  the  growth  and  development  of  the  city,  that,  in 
view  of  charter  provisions  making  corporate  financing  impossible,  forced 
the  original  Municipal  Railway  bonds. 

15.  The  proposed  $68,115,000  bond  issues  and  the  future  large  bond 
issues  that  will  be  required  to  give  effect  to  these,  if  adopted,  will  not: 
(1)  add  to  or  enhance  the  growth  and  development  of  the  city;  (2)  open 
up  new  residential,  industrial  or  commercial  areas;  (3)  enhance  property 
values;  (4)  better  an  existing  public  service  on  which  the  city's  growth 
and  development  depends;  (5)  insure  an  improvement  in  the  financing 
and  supplying  of  an  essential  public  utility  service;  or  (6)  contribute  or 
add  to  the  safety  of  life  or  property,  or  the  educational,  recreational, 
cultural,  social  or  other  facilities  or  services  of  the  city  on  which  the 
health  and  well-being  of  its  citizens  are  dependent. 

There  is  no  assurance  that  the  proposed  bond  issues  will  decrease  the 
cost  of  living  in  San  Francisco;  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  possibility 
that  they  may  increase  householders'  costs. 

16.  San  Francisco  water  rates  are  nearly  the  highest  among  the  large 
cities  of  the  country,  and  are  admittedly  one  factor  which  operates  against 
the  location  in  San  Francisco  of  industries  requiring  large  quantities  of 
water.  The  Manager  of  the  Water  Department  has  estimated  that  a 
program  of  reducing  water  rates,  by  an  average  of  two  cents  for  each 
of  a  period  of  years  in  the  cost  per  1000  gallons  sold,  can  be  instituted 
starting  in  1932  or  1933,  upon  the  completion  and  merging  of  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  system  and  its  revenues  (derived  from  the  existing  agency  contract 

[49] 


THE  CITY,  AUGUST  7.  1930 


for  power)  and  the  old  Spring  Valley  system  and  its  revenues.  As  esti- 
mated by  the  Bureau,  the  assignment  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  plant  and 
revenues  to  a  power  project,  as  contemplated  by  these  proposed  bond 
issues,  would  adversely  affect  these  future  revenues  of  the  Water  Depart- 
ment as  estimated  by  the  Manager  to  the  extent  of  at  least  $523,000  in 
1933-34.  This  would  retard  the  water-rate  reduction  program  which  the 
Manager  and  the  City  Engineer  have  advocated,  and  on  which  an  accel- 
eration in  the  growth  of  the  city  is  dependent. 

17.  Consideration  of  the  proposed  power  bond  issues  at  this  time 
must  take  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  the  city — despite  public  agitation 
since  1920  and  official  agreements  thereon  since  1922 — has  not  as  yet 
established,  by  charter  amendment,  a  non-political  public  utilities  com- 
mission, vested  with  power  and  authority  to  operate  municipally  owned 
utilities  on  a  business-like  basis.  There  is  practically  unanimous  agree- 
ment at  the  present  time  among  city  officials  and  civic  organizations  that 
such  a  commission  is  needed.  The  Spring  Valley  purchase  proposal  of 
1928  was  coupled  with  a  proposed  charter  amendment  to  create  such  a 
commission.  It  is  the  consensus  among  city  officials  and  civic  organizations 
that  this  bond  issue  would  not  have  received  the  approval  of  the  voters 
if  it  had  not  been  assumed  that  the  charter  amendment  would  be  adopted. 
Unfortunately,  the  charter  amendment  failed  to  carry.  Proposals  to 
re-submit  such  an  amendment  are  now  pending  before  the  Supervisors, 
with  sharp  differences  of  opinion,  however,  as  to  whether  such  a  com- 
mission should  be  appointive  or  elective.  Until  an  appointive  commission 
has  been  created  and  has  had  a  period  of  successful  non-political,  business- 
like operation  of  present  city  owned  utilities,  the  city  government  should 
give  little  thought  to  any  major  extensions  or  additions  to  the  present 
municipally  owned  utility  program. 

18.  The  acquisition  by  the  city  of  the  privately-owned  power  distribu- 
tion systems  is  stated  as  necessary  under  the  Raker  Act,  which  required, 
as  one  of  many  conditions,  the  development  and  use  by  the  city  of  hydro- 
electric energy  derivable  from  the  water  project.  The  city  is  years  ahead 
of  the  power  development  required  by  the  Act — a  maximum  of  60,000 
horsepower  within  twenty  years  of  the  completion  of  works  adapted  to 
the  generation  of  electrical  energy.  Federal  powers  of  enforcing  any  plan 
or  type  of  "development,  transmission,  use  and  sale  of  such  power""  do  not 
apply  until  after  the  20-year  period — 1945,  approximately.  The  existing 
"agency  contract"  is  legal  and  is  in  accordance  with  suggestions  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  avoid  the  waste  of  electric  energy,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  not  sell  the  power  for  resale.  It  cannot  be  held  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  or  could  impose  purely  technical  rights. 
even  if  these  should  exist,  by  taking  possession  of  and  leasing  such  por- 
tions of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  system  as  may  be  necessary  for  power  purposes 
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and  thus  interfere  with  the  city's  water  supply,  as  a  means  of  penaHzing 
the  people,  should  they  fail  to  approve  a  $68,115,000  or  an  $85,000,000 
proposition  for  the  purpose  of  marketing  the  city's  total  power  require- 
ments, when  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  involved  amounts  to  only  about 
one'third  of  such  requirements.  Had  there  been  a  real  apprehension  as  to 
the  effect  of  Raker  Act  provisions  on  the  city's  Hetch  Hetchy  project, 
city  officials  would  no  doubt  have  taken  proper  steps  to  secure  necessary 
amendments  to  the  Act. 

For  these  reasons,  which  are  outlined  in  detail  in  the  following  report, 
the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  recommends  that  the  four  proposed 
power  bond  issues  appearing  on  the  August  26th  ballot  and  totaling 
$68,115,000  be  disapproved. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  FOUR  PROPOSED  POWER  BOND  ISSUES 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  San  Francisco  has  submitted  to  the  people 
four  bond  issue  propositions,  totaling  $68,115,000,  to  be  voted  on  at  the 
primary  election,  August  26,  1930.  Two  of  these  proposals,  amounting 
to  $44,600,000  and  $18,945,000,  respectively,  are  expected  to  provide 
funds  for  taking  over  the  entire  existing  San  Francisco  electrical  distrib' 
uting  systems  and  generating  plants  of  the  Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric  and  the 
Great  Western  Power  Companies.  A  third  issue,  amounting  to  $3,525,000 
as  fixed  by  the  Supervisors,  is  for  the  purpose  of  making  transmission  line 
and  step-down  station  changes  and  various  inter-connections  not  included 
in  the  property  proposed  to  be  purchased.  The  fourth  issue,  amounting 
to  $1,045,000,  is  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  21,500  horse-power 
hydro-electric  generating  plant  at  Red  Mountain  Bar  below  the  city's 
Moccasin  Creek  power  house. 

These  bond  issue  proposals  have  developed  out  of  condemnation  and 
valuation  proceedings  which  were  initiated  in  January,  1924,  by  the  then 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  have  been  carried  on  since  that  time  by  the 
State  Railroad  Commission.  The  valuation  proceedings  were  completed 
during  September,  1929,  at  a  cost  to  the  city  of  about  $400,000. 

The  state  law  under  which  the  proceedings  have  been  conducted 
requires  the  submission  to  the  electorate  of  a  bond  proposal  for  purchase 
of  the  properties.  If  this  step  is  not  taken,  the  city  is  obligated  to  pay 
the  companies  all  reasonable  costs  to  which  they  were  put  during  and 
incidental  to  the  valuation  proceedings.  It  is  probable  that  the  companies' 
costs  would  amount  to  at  least  the  $400,000  expended  by  the  city,  if  not 
more.  In  order  to  avoid  the  automatic  payment  of  this  large  sum,  the 
supervisors  were  required  under  the  state  law  to  observe  due  diligence  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  act,  namely,  placing  the  purchase  bond 
proposals  on  the  ballot  of  the  coming  election. 
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1923-24  Cost  Estimates  Prior  to  Valuation 

When  the  advisability  of  starting  valuation  proceedings  was  under 
discussion  in  1923-24,  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
power  works  and  the  distribution  of  the  power  under  the  1925  agency 
contract,  the  cost  of  the  local  distribution  systems  of  the  two  private 
companies  was  estimated  at  a  much  lower  figure  than  the  present  total. 

A  City  Engineer's  report  in  1923  estimated  the  historical  cost  of  the 
Pacific  Gas  fe?  Electric  Company  as  $16,800,000.  A  1924  estimate  by  the 
City  Engineer  fixed  $33,500,000  as  the  probable  property  valuation  of 
both  local  systems.  These  estimates  have  since  been  proven  to  be  fairly 
accurate  as  of  the  time  made.  At  the  time,  they  were  characterized  by 
the  then  chairman  of  the  Utilities  Committee  as  being  "too  high"  and  as 
offering  no  basis  for  successful  municipal  acquisition  and  operation.  Pro- 
ponents  of  the  purchase  of  the  two  private  systems  also  estimated  that 
the  valuation  proceedings  could  be  completed  in  one  year's  time,  at  a  cost 
of  $50,000  to  $100,000. 

These  earlier  estimates  as  to  time  and  cost  are  recalled  for  whatever 
comparative  value  they  may  have.  As  contrasted  with  $33,500,000,  which 
was  characterized  as  "too  high"  in  1924,  the  people  are  now  asked  to 
vote  over  $68,000,000,  with  the  emphatic  recommendation  by  the  Qty 
Engineer  that  an  additional  $17,000,000  must  be  provided  before  the  city 
can  engage  in  city-wide  power  distribution. 

In  the  light  of  the  earlier  estimates  and  expectations,  it  is  probable 
that  the  $68,115,000  of  bond  proposals  would  not  have  been  submitted 
at  this  time  if  any  choice  existed  in  the  matter — if  such  submission  was 
not  required  to  avoid  the  payment  of  the  companies'  costs  in  the  valua- 
tion proceedings. 

Also,  after  the  initiation  of  the  valuation  proceedings  in  1924,  the 
city  was  able  to  market  the  Moccasin  Creek  power  "crop"  under  an 
agency  agreement  with  the  Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric  Company  —  a  legal 
agreement  which  was  declared  by  proponents  of  municipal  distribution  as 
legally  impossible  when  the  valuation  proceedings  were  started.  By  this 
means  of  disposal  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  output,  the  city  has  secured 
a  gross  revenue  of  about  $2,200,000  per  year  for  the  last  five  years,  about 
$1,800,000  of  which  has  been  used  each  year  to  relieve  the  tax  burden 
for  Hetch  Hetchy  bond  interest  and  redemption.  The  continuation  of  this 
revenue  is  assured  without  any  further  investment. 

Valuation  Basis  for  the  Bond  Proposals 

The  purchase  price  for  the  two  local  power  systems,  as  fixed  by  the 
Railroad  Commission  as  of  February  11,  1924,  plus  additions  and  adjusr- 
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ments  since  that  date,  is  as  follows,  according  to  the  City  Engineer's 
April  9,  1930,  report: 

P.G.&E.Co.  G.W.P.CO. 

Value  fixed  by  California  Railroad 
Commission  as  of  February  11,  1924 

Land  and  property $23,830,000  $   8,440,000 

Severance  damages  3,050,000  3,375,000 

Valuation,  February   11,   1924 $26,880,000  $11,815,000 

Additions  and  Betterments  to 
September  30,   1929,  from  tentative 
statement.  Railroad  Commission 

Gross  expenditures 14,925,000  7,138,479 

Less  retirements   (adjusted) 2,000,000  419,348 

Net  additions  and  betterments $12,925,000  $   6,720,000 

Gross  valuation,  Sept.  30,  1929 $39,805,000  $18,535,000 

Estimated  Additions  and  Betterments, 

September  30,  1929,  to  June  30,  1931 $10,295,000  $   2,250,000 

Gross  valuation,  June  30,  1931 $50,100,000  $20,785,000 

Less  estimated  depreciation  since 

February   11,    1924 5,500,000  1,840,000 

Net  Valuation,  June  30,  1931 $44,600,000  $18,945,000 

It  should  be  noted  here  that  neither  company  has  agreed  with,  nor 
agreed  to  accept,  the  Railroad  Commission's  decision  as  to  physical  valu- 
ation or  severance  damages.  On  the  other  hand,  each  company  has  taken 
exception  to  the  valuations  of  physical  property  and  severance  damages 
so  fixed.  It  is  probable,  therefore,  that  the  valuations  of  $44,600,000  and 
$18,945,000,  respectively— totahng  $65,545,000,  or  over  96  per  cent  of  the 
proposed  bond  issues — will  be  subject  to  further  court  action  and  judicial 
determination,  should  the  proposed  bond  issues  be  approved  by  the  voters, 
and  should  the  city  then  take  further  steps  to  acquire  the  properties. 

Estimates  of  Additions  Required 

The  City  Engineer  submitted  a  third  report  in  April,  1930,  supple- 
mentary to  the  reports  estimating  the  amount  of  the  bond  issues  for  the 
purchase  of  the  properties,  which  fixed  the  amount  needed  for  connecting 
and  completing  the  systems  for  municipal  operation  and  providing  funds 
for  initial  extensions  and  betterments  under  municipal  operation.  Esti- 
mates of  the  amounts  needed  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  and  the 
operating  conditions  under  which  each  of  such  amounts  would  be  required 
are  as  follows: 

1.  Estimate   of  additional   cost  to  take   over  the   Great  Western 

Power  Company  system  and  the  municipal  load  (Municipal 
Railway,  street  lighting,  etc.)  now  operated  by  the  Pacific 
Gas  6?  Electric  Company $19,000,000 

2.  Estimate   of  additional   cost  to  take   over  the   Great  Western 

Power   Company  and   connect  up   with   the    Hetch   Hetchy 

transmission  line   8,000,000 
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3.  Estimate   of  additional   cost   to   take    over   the    Pacific   Gas   is' 

Electric  Company  and  connect  up  with  the   Hctch   Hetchy 

transmission  line  14,000.000 

4.  Estimate  of  additional  cost  to  interconnect  the  Pacific  Gas  &? 

Electric  system,  the  Great  Western  Power  Company  system 

and  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  system 21,500.000 

The  last  estimate,  $21,500,000,  is  the  one  with  which  the  voters  are 
concerned,  as  the  ballot  proposals  contemplate  taking  over  both  distrib- 
uting systems.  It  was  the  recommendation  of  the  Qty  Engineer  that  "the 
data  contained  in  this  report  be  given  publicity.  This  is  necessary  because 
in  voting  to  buy  either  or  both  of  the  systems  the  obligation  to  vote  a 
second  bond  issue  covering  additional  plant  required  must  be  assumed. 
Without  this  second  bond  issue,  it  will  be  impossible  to  make  the  plant  to 
be  acquired  capable  of  functioning." 

The  Board  of  Supervisors,  after  lengthy  discussion,  reduced  the 
Engineer's  estimate  and  approved  the  submission  of  two  bond  issues  of 
only  $4,570,000,  leaving  for  future  consideration  the  provision  of  the 
additional  $17,000,000  urged  by  the  City  Engineer.  Various  of  the  Super- 
visors  stated  that  this  could  be  provided  out  of  revenues  under  municipal 
operation,  but  this  is  not  borne  out  by  the  estimated  financial  results, 
discussed  hereinafter. 

The  projects  included  in  this  proposed  bond  issue  of  $21,500,000  by 
the  City  Engineer  and  the  items  selected  by  the  Supervisors  for  submis- 
sion to  the  voters  are  as  follows: 

Estimates  of  Cost  to  Connect  Combined  San  Francisco  Distribution  Systems 
with  Hetch  Hetchy  Power  System 

1.  Transmission  line,  Newark  to  San  Francisco $1,190,000 

2.  Changes  in  step'down  station 730,000 

3.  Inter-systera   connections  670,000 

4.  Downtown  substation  900,000 

5.  Cutting  over  Phelan  Station  load 35,000 

$3,525,000 

6.  Red  Mountain  Bar  power  house 1,045,000 

Items  included  in  proposed  bond  issues $4,570,000 

7.  Office  building,  warehouse,  shop,  garage  and 

automotive  equipment  $2,000,000 

8.  Addition  to  steam  generating  plant 4,500,000 

9.  Working  cash  700,000 

10.  Materials  and  supplies 175,000 

11.  Additions,  betterments  and  contingencies 9,555,000 

Total,    items    omitted    by    Supervisors    but    considered 

necessary  by  City  Engineer 16,930,000 

Total  estimated  as  necessary  by  City  Engineer $21,500,000 

In  connection  with  Item  8,  one  of  those  omitted  from  the  bond  pro- 
posal, the  City  Engineer  states,  "With  the  entire  electric  load  of  San 
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Francisco  on  municipal  sources,  it  would  be  necessary  by  1935  to  have 
not  less  than  50,000  k.w.  additional  base  load  capacity  in  steam  equip- 
ment. Work  on  this  plant  will  have  to  be  commenced  so  soon  after  the 
acquisition  of  the  system  that  it  is  advisable  to  include  its  cost  in  this 
estimate." 

The  policy  adopted  by  the  Supervisors  (1)  makes  municipal  operation 
of  the  local  power  distributing  systems  dependent  on  a  subsequent 
approval  by  the  voters  of  a  second  bond  issue,  or  (2)  trusts  that,  despite 
estimates  to  the  contrary,  revenues  under  municipal  operation  may  prove 
sufficient  to  meet  the  cost  of  necessary  additions  and  improvements.  This 
is  neither  a  sound  nor  a  workable  basis  for  embarking  on  this  huge 
project.  According  to  the  City  Engineer's  estimates,  the  additional 
$17,000,000  is  needed  to  start;  if  this  is  the  case,  the  vote  of  the  people 
should  have  been  required  on  the  $85,000,000  total,  rather  than  the 
$68,115,000  partial  expenditure.  If  the  total  estimated  as  necessary  by  the 
City  Engineer  had  been  submitted  as  one  proposition  or  at  one  time, 
there  would  be  the  guarantee — in  the  event  that  the  necessary  bonds  are 
voted  by  the  people,  that  the  Railroad  Commission's  valuations  are  sus- 
tained and  that  the  properties  are  finally  taken  over  by  the  city — that  the 
city  could  start  operating  the  properties  on  a  secure  financial  basis. 

Estimates  of  Probable  Financial  Returns 

The  May,  1930,  report  of  the  City  Engineer  gives  the  estimated 
financial  results  of  operating  the  power  distribution  systems  by  the  city. 
The  information  used  in  the  compilation  of  the  estimates,  as  a  basis  for 
the  conclusions  given  in  the  report,  is  not  included.  Inquiries  indicated, 
however,  that  the  estimates  are  necessarily  based  on  theoretical  unit  costs 
in  many  instances. 

The  very  nature  of  the  two  local  distributing  systems,  as  parts  of  two 
regional  networks,  makes  all  estimates  of  the  financial  results  of  "carving 
out"  and  operating  the  plants  as  purely  local  enterprises  highly  speculative 
in  character.  Actual  costs  under  existing  company  managements  are  only 
in  part  segregated  from  the  costs  of  the  system  as  a  whole.  Hence,  com- 
plete and  checkable  information  is  not  readily  available  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  accurate  estimates  of  the  results  to  be  expected  under 
municipal  acquisition  and  operation,  such  as  was  possible  in  the  considera- 
tion of  the  financial  results  expected  from  the  acquisition  of  the  Spring 
Valley  water  system.  In  the  latter  case,  the  increases  or  decreases  that 
could  be  expected  in  every  item  of  operating  expense  under  city  man- 
agement was  definitely  available,  as  practically  no  change  in  the  system's 
structure  was  made. 

The  May  report  of  the  City  Engineer  of  estimated  financial  results 
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from  municipal  distribution  of  power  in  San  Francisco,  sets  up  estimates 
of  the  expected  revenues  and  operating  results  under  four  possible 
schemes  of  acquisition  and  operation.  The  fourth,  based  on  the  acquisition 
and  inter-connection  of  the  Pacific  Gas  ^  Electric  and  the  Great  Western 
Power  local  systems,  is  the  only  one  pertinent  to  this  analysis,  as  the  bond 
proposals  on  the  ballot  are  predicated  on  purchase,  inter-connection  and 
operation  of  both  systems. 

The  revenue  forecast  set  up  in  the  City  Engineer's  report  is  based  on 
the  increase  in  sales  of  electrical  energy  from  1925  to  1929,  and  the  use 
of  the  decreased  average  rate  per  k.w.h.  (kilowatt  hour)  for  the  same 
period.  The  rate  of  increase  in  the  amount  of  electrical  energy  used  during 
the  period  was  approximately  9  per  cent  per  year,  and  this  rate  of  increase 
was  projected  into  the  future  to  determine  the  probable  demand  in  any 
future  year.  The  average  rate  per  k.w.h.  used  for  the  combined  systems 
is  estimated  in  the  report  as  decreasing  (on  the  same  basis  as  the  actual 
decrease  in  average  rate  1925-1929)  from  2.89  cents  per  k.w.h.  in  1929 
to  2.69  cents  per  k.w.h.  in  1935,  the  last  year  for  which  the  estimates  are 
reported. 

On  this  basis,  the  City  Engineer's  report  estimates  that  revenues  under 
municipal  operation  would  increase  from  $14,512,962  in  1929  (the  last 
year  for  which  actual  figures  are  available)  to  $22,640,036  in  1935.  This 
represents  an  increase  of  over  $8,100,000  in  six  years,  an  average  increase 
of  $1,350,000  per  year. 

The  Bureau's  analysis,  set  up  on  the  most  conservative  basis,  does  not 
confirm  the  results  of  this  estimate.  A  "straight  line"  projection  of  the 
total  annual  revenues  for  the  same  four-year  period  used  by  the  City 
Engineer  (1925-1929)  produces  a  smaller  figure.  The  total  increase  for  the 
four-year  period,  1925-1929,  on  this  basis  amounted  to  $3,206,000,  or  an 
average  rate  of  increase  of  $801,000  annually.  Projecting  this  same  rate 
of  increase  into  the  future  provides  revenue  estimates  considerably  lower 
than  the  estimates  of  the  City  Engineer.  Also,  average  annual  percentage 
increases  for  the  four-year  period  of  the  past,  when  used  as  a  basis  of 
estimating  revenue  for  the  six-year  period  in  the  future,  produce  lower 
figures  than  derived  by  the  City  Engineer  on  his  basis  of  estimates. 

The  following  table  shows  for  the  six-year  period  of  1929-1935  the 
City  Engineer's  revenue  estimates'  in  comparison  with  estimated  revenues 
derived  from  the  use  of  straight-line  annual  increases  in  both  amount 
and  percentage. 

The  several  bases  used  and.  reflected  in  the  following  table,  shown  in 
the  order  of  amount  of  revenue  produced  by  each,  are:  (1)  4.6  per  cent 
average  yearly  increase  for  the  last  two-year  period,  1927-29,  and  com- 
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pounded  for  each  year;  (2)  $801,000  average  annual  flat  rate  increase 
for  the  last  four  years  1925-29;  (3)  6.4  per  cent  average  annual  increase 
for  the  last  four  years,  compounded  annually  for  each  future  year;  (4) 
28.3  per  cent  increase  for  the  last  four-'year  period,  and  compounded  each 
four  years;  and  (5)  the  estimates  as  derived  by  the  City  Engineer. 


Estimated  Revenue,  based  on  1925-29  increase,  using 


Year 


Combined 
Revenue 
for  Two 

Companies 


Last  2- Year 

Average 
Increase  of 

4.6%  Yearly 


Average  Yearly 
Increase  of 


^801,000 


6.4% 


4-Year 
Increase  of 

28.3% 


City 
Engineer's 
Estimate 


1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 

1930 
1931 

1932 
1933 

1934 
1935 


$11,306,935 
12,160,765 
13,233,900 
13,769,722 
14,512,962 


;i5, 180,000  $15,314,000  $15,539,000  $15,442,000  $15,050,000 
15,878.000      16,116,000      16,566,000      16,430,000      16,307,000 

16,608,000      16,917,000      17,593,000     17,482,000      17,719,000 
17,372,000      17,719,000      18,620,000      18,601,000      19,206,000 

18,171,000     18,520,000     19,647,000      19,937,000     20,879,000 
19,007,000      19,321,000     20,674,000     21,254,000     22,640,000 


As  far  as  it  is  possible  to  tell,  there  seems  to  be  about  as  much  justi- 
fication for  one  forecast  as  the  other.  From  the  Bureau's  point  of  view, 
it  seems  desirable  that  the  city  and  the  citi2;ens  approach  the  problem 
from  the  most  conservative  standpoint,  and,  therefore,  the  lowest  estimate 
of  revenue  is  used,  based  on  the  4.6  per  cent  average  yearly  increase  in 
the  total  revenues  of  the  companies  for  the  two-year  period  1927-29. 

The  foregoing  revenue  estimates,  including  those  compiled  by  the 
City  Engineer,  are  based  on  calendar  years,  whereas  the  financial  state- 
ments prepared  by  the  City  Engineer  are  based  on  fiscal  years.  In  1932-35, 
which  the  City  Engineer  assumes  as  the  second  year  of  municipal  opera- 
tion, and  as  the  first  year  of  orderly  municipal  operation,  and  which  is 
the  first  year  for  which  ai  statement  of  estimated  revenues  and  expenditures 
is  set  up,  the  estimated  revenue  used  by  the  City  Engineer  is  $18,504,000; 
in  1933-34  the  revenue  used  is  $20,084,000,  and  in  the  third  year  of 
operations  given,  1934-35,  the  revenue  used  is  $21,801,000. 

In  the  comparable  figures  for  calendar  years,  transposed  to  cover  fiscal 
years,  on  the  basis  of  the  estimates  used  by  the  Bureau,  the  1932-33 
revenue  is  estimated  as  $16,990,000;  in  1933-34,  an  estimated  revenue  of 
$17,771,000,  and  an  estimated  revenue  of  $18,589,000  in  1934-35.  These 
figures  are  $7,039,000  less  than  the  Engineer's  estimate  for  these  years — 
respectively,  $1,514,000,  $2,313,000,  and  $3,212,000,  or  an  average  for 
the  three-year  period  of  $2,346,000  per  year  less  than  the  revenues  as 
estimated  by  the  Engineer. 
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Estimates  of  Probable  Expenditures 

The  second  portion  of  the  financial  statements  deals  with  operating 
expenses.  The  data  compiled  and  used  by  the  City  Engineer's  staff  were 
offered  to  the  Bureau,  but  not  for  public  use.  The  Bureau,  therefore,  was 
forced  to  develop  its  own  theoretical  cost  data  and  estimates,  along  some- 
what the  same  lines  as  the  City  Engineer  developed  his  estimates,  but 
based  on  a  lesser  amount  of  information  data  and  comparative  figures  than 
the  Engineer's  estimates. 

The  total  operating  expenses  for  the  fiscal  year  1932-33,  exclusive  of 
depreciation,  as  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer,  amounted  to  $4,296,000. 
The  cost  of  operation  is  calculated  therefrom  as  6.322  cents  per  1000 
k.w.h.  (kilowatt  hours).  The  operating  expense  for  the  combined  Great 
Western  Power  and  Pacific  Gas  fe?  Electric  systems  for  1929,  exclusive  of 
depreciation  and  taxes,  was  6.483  cents  per  1000  k.w.h. 

For  a  conservative  comparative  estimate  of  actual  company  and  prob- 
able city  operating  expenses,  exclusive  of  depreciation  charges  and  taxes, 
and  assuming  no  loss  of  efficiency  of  operation  under  municipal  manage- 
ment, the  actual  company  costs  may  properly  be  used,  and  increased  or 
decreased  on  the  basis  of  acknowledged  or  apparent  expenditure  increases 
or  decreases  under  municipal  control. 

On  this  basis,  the  companies'  cost  of  6.483  cents  should  be  increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  the  increase  due  to  municipal  wage  rates  and 
operating  conditions.  The  probable  amount  of  such  increase  is  indicated 
by  the  increase  in  Spring  Valley  personnel  costs,  when  this  system  was 
taken  over  by  the  city.  The  adjustment  upward  in  the  case  of  the  water 
company,  including  salary  and  wage  increases,  city  contributions  for  pen- 
sions, and  the  cost  of  time-off  allowances,  is  estimated  by  the  Bureau  as 
approximately  25  per  cent  of  the  former  Spring  Valley  payroll.  N.  Ran- 
dall Ellis,  the  city's  valuation  engineer,  states  that  this  is  in  close  agree- 
ment with  his  estimates. 

A  check  of  the  reports  filed  with  the  Railroad  Commission  by  the 
companies  for  1929  indicates  that  50  per  cent  of  the  expenditures  might 
reasonably  be  considered  as  for  personal  services.  This  likewise  agrees 
with  Mr.  Ellis'  estimates.  Hence,  a  12.5  per  cent  increase  in  company 
operating  expenses  should  be  added  to  company  unit-costs,  to  produce  a 
probable  municipal  unit-cost — again,  exclusive  of  deprecitoon  and  taxes 
and  assuming  the  same  efficiency  of  operation.  By  such  addition,  the 
combined  companies'  cost  of  6.483  cents  per  1000  k.w.h.  is  increased  to 
7.294  cents,  which  is  15.3  per  cent  higher  than  the  City  Engineer's 
estimate. 

As  a  further  analysis  of  the  estimates  of  operating  expenses  prepared 
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by  the  City  Engineer  for  1932'33,  comparisons  were  made  with  the  Los 
Angeles  and  the  Seattle  municipally  owned  and  operated  power  distrib- 
uting systems'  operating  expenses.  The  latest  available  official  report  for 
Seattle  was  for  the  year  1928,  and  for  the  fiscal  year  1928-29  for  Los 
Angeles. 

The  operating  cost  per  k.w.h.,  exclusive  of  debt  charges  and  provision 
for  depreciation  was  found  to  be  43.4  per  cent  greater  for  Seattle  and  80.3 
per  cent  higher  for  Los  Angeles. 

These  figures  cannot  be  considered  as  conclusive,  but  are  used  to 
indicate  the  general  trend  in  costs  and  the  extremely  speculative  atmos- 
phere surrounding  estimates  of  financial  returns  in  this  venture.  As  pre- 
viously stated,  this  situation  did  not  arise  in  the  case  of  the  Spring  Valley 
Water  Company,  because  very  definite  information  could  be  obtained  and 
an  accurate  statement  of  financial  results  prepared. 

Estimates  of  Annual  Additions 

The  City  Engineer's  set-up  of  prospective  revenues  and  expenditures 
under  municipal  operation  includes  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  per  year  as  the 
estimated  amount  required  for  continuous  additions  and  betterments  to 
the  combined  systems  to  handle  the  continuously  increasing  volume  of 
business.  This  sum  seems  inadequate  on  the  basis  of  known  company 
expenditures  for  these  purposes  during  the  period  covered  by  the  Railroad 
Commission's  valuation  proceedings,  although  such  sum  may  be  subject  to 
amplification,  under  the  City  Engineer's  estimates,  out  of  the  amounts 
he  sets  up  for  ''depreciation." 

The  City  Engineer  estimates  $12,545,000  as  the  amount  of  both 
companies'  expenditures  for  additions  and  betterments  from  September 
30,  1929,  to  June  30,  1931,  an  average  of  $7,170,000  per  year.  The 
expenditures  of  both  companies  for  additions  and  betterments,  as  tenta- 
tively fixed  by  the  Railroad  Commission  for  the  period  February  11,  1924, 
to  September  30,  1929,  total  $22,063,479,  or  slightly  more  than  an  average 
of  $3,930,000  per  year  during  this  period.  The  two  estimates  total 
$34,608,479  for  the  7  1/3  year  period,  or  an  average  of  $4,740,000  per 
year. 

On  the  bases  (1)  of  the  $3,930,000  average  annual  company  expendi- 
tures for  additions  and  betterments  for  the  1924-1929  period,  as  estimated 
by  the  Railroad  Commission,  and  (2)  of  estimating  future  requirements 
therefor  in  accordance  with  future  estimated  increases  in  revenues  (based 
in  large  part  on  increased  power  demand)  as  shown  in  a  preceding  tabu- 
lation herein — the  average  amount  required  for  additions  and  betterments 
during    the   calendar    years    1933,    1934    and    1935,    would    range    from 
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$4,932,000  per  year,  on  the  basis  of  the  lowest  revenue  estimates  as  used 
herein  by  the  Bureau,  to  $5,658,000  per  year,  on  the  basis  of  the  highest 
revenue  estimates  as  used  in  the  City  Engineer's  report. 

These  would  seem  to  indicate  that,  on  the  basis  of  conservatism  of 
estimates,  $5,000,000  per  year  should  be  set  up  as  the  probable  minimum 
average  requirement  for  additions  and  betterments  during  the  three-year 
period  covered  by  the  Engineer's  estimates. 

Conclusions  Derived  from  Financial  Estimates 

All  financial  estimates  dealing  with  future  speculative  factors  and 
variables  must  be  used  with  caution  and  cannot  be  considered  final.  This 
is  true  of  any  estimates  that  can  be  made  at  this  time  of  the  probable 
results  of  municipal  operation  of  these  systems,  as  accurate  comparable 
costs  are  not  available.  In  view  of  the  highly  speculative  situation  that  is 
involved,  the  most  conservative  bases  of  estimates  are  the  safest  to  use. 

The  City  Engineer's  estimate  of  financial  results  is  predicated  on  a 
total  bond  issue  of  $85,045,000,  whereas  the  Supervisors  have  placed  on 
the  ballot  only  $68,115,000,  a  reduction  of  $16,930,000.  For  this  reason 
it  is  necessary  to  adjust  the  City  Engineer's  figures  to  this  condition  by 
reducing  his  bond  interest  and  redemption  charges  by  $1,166,000,  and  by 
reducing  his  depreciation  charge  by  $318,000,  or  1.88  per  cent  for  1932-33. 
Similar  reductions  are  made  for  each  of  the  estimates  for  the  following 
two  years. 

The  result  of  these  two  adjustments  (prior  to  any  adjustment  based 
on  decreased  revenue  and  increased  expenditure  estimates,  previously  dis' 
cussed)  leaves  balances  in  the  City  Engineer's  estimates — after  operating 
expenses,  depreciation  and  debt  charges,  but  before  setting  up  costs  of 
necessary  extensions  and  additions — of  $6,181,000,  $7,371,000  and  $8,- 
690,000  for  the  three  years  of  assumed  municipal  operation  shown  in  the 
Engineer's  financial  set-up — a  total  of  $22,242,000  for  the  period.  Against 
this  is  the  $16,930,000  recommended  by  the  Engineer  as  required  for 
initial  additions  and  extensions,  and  deleted  by  the  Supervisors  from  the 
present  bond  issue  proposals,  plus  $4,000,000  per  year  estimated  by  the 
Engineer  as  required  for  additions  and  extensions  in  the  second  and  third 
years — a  total  requirement  of  $24,930,000  or  $2,688,000  in  excess  of 
the  revenues  therefor,  as  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer. 

Even  this  unfavorable  prospective  result  will  be  materially  changed 
on  the  basis  of  more  conservative  estimates,  previously  discussed,  which 
indicate  lower  revenue  and  higher  expense  estimates  than  those  used  by 
the  City  Engineer.  Using  the  lowest  estimate  of  revenue  increases,  as 
previously  tabulated,  which  checks  very  closely  with  the  straight-line 
estimates  also  shown,  annual  revenues  for  each  of  the  three  years  are  less 
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than  the  Engineer's  estimates  by  $1,514,000,  $2,313,000  and  $3,212,000, 
or  $7,039,000  for  the  three-year  period.  Adding  this  reduction  to  the 
$2,688,000  shown  above  indicates  a  deficiency  of  $10,727,000  in  the 
financing  of  the  extensions  and  additions  program  stated  as  vitally  neces- 
sary by  the  City  Engineer. 

As  previously  outlined,  operating  costs  were  conservatively  estimated 
as  about  15.3  per  cent  higher  under  city  operation,  if  the  conditions  and 
unit  costs  under  private  management  in  the  two  systems  for  1929  is  of 
any  value,  and  assuming  the  same  efficiency  of  operation  under  both 
private  and  municipal  management.  Applying  this  15.3%  factor  to  the 
City  Engineer's  estimates,  his  operating  expense  figures  for  the  three 
years  covered  will  be  increased  $658,000,  $696,000  and  $761,000,  respec- 
tively, or  a  total  increase  for  the  three-year  period  of  $2,115,000. 

The  net  result  of  the  decreased  revenue  and  increased  operating  costs, 
as  conservatively  estimated  for  the  entire  three-year  period,  would  be 
somewhat  as  follows: 

City  Engineer's  Estimated  Revenue $60,389,000 

City  Engineer- — Operating  Expense  and  Depreciation 38,147,000 

City  Engineer — Balance  for  Additions  and  Extensions $22,242,000 

City  Engineer — Needed  for  Additions  and  Extensions 24,930,000 


Deficiency,  based  on  City  Engineer's  Estimate... $   2,688,000 

Decreased  Revenues,  as  estimated  herein 7,039,000 

Increased  Operating  Expenses,  as  estimated  herein 2,115,000 


Deficiency  based  on  these  estimates $11,842,000 

This  estimated  deficiency  of  $11,842,000  for  the  three-'year  period 
shown  will  be  increased  if  the  annual  requirement  for  additions  and  bet- 
terments exceeds  the  $4,000,000  per  year  included  by  the  City  Engineer 
for  such  expenditures.  As  previously  outlined  herein,  this  may  require  a 
minimum  average  expenditure  of  $5,000,000  per  year  for  the  three-year 
period. 

Numerous  Future  Bond  Requirements  Indicated 

The  Bureau  believes,  because  of  the  speculative  aspects  of  the  problem 
due  to  lack  of  complete  and  accurate  basic  data  and  the  necessity  to 
develop  all  estimates  largely  on  a  theoretical  basis,  that  it  is  the  wisest 
course  to  consider  the  effect  of  conservative  estimates  on  the  project's 
future. 

Various  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  advocating  the 
$4,570,000  bond  proposal  for  additions,  including  the  Red  Mountain  Bar 
power  house,  in  lieu  of  the  $21,500,000  urged  by  the  City  Engineer  as 
absolutely  required  for  proper  municipal  operation,  claimed  that  expected 
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revenues  would  be  sufficient  to  finance  the  balance  of  $16,930,000  not 
included  in  this  first  bond  issue,  as  well  as  the  estimated  requirements  of 
$4,000,000  for  annual  extensions,  additions  and  betterments.  The  de- 
creased revenues  and  increased  expenses,  as  derived  from  the  conservative 
estimates  used  herein,  indicate  that  the  average  annual  revenues  for  the 
three-year  period  covered,  would  be  insufficient  to  meet  the  probable 
annual  extension  requirements. 

On  the  basis  of  all  data  available,  it  is  apparent  that  another  bond 
issue  must  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  voters,  perhaps  even 
before  the  city  could  undertake  operations  in  event  of  purchase.  Such 
issue  should  have  been  submitted  as  part  of  the  original  issues,  so  that 
the  voters  would  be  under  no  misapprehension  as  to  the  cost  of  the 
undertaking  that  they  are  being  asked  to  approve.  In  the  event  of  munic- 
ipal acquisition  of  the  systems,  if  such  a  bond  issue  is  submitted  later,  and 
fails  to  carry,  the  system  would  be  crippled  and  the  service  required  to 
be  rendered  by  the  system  would  be  jeopardized.  Such  a  condition  is  not 
at  all  unlikely,  when  the  two  rejections  of  Municipal  Railway  extension 
bonds,  the  several  rejections  of  Spring  Valley  purchase  bonds,  and  the 
percentage  of  rejection  of  miscellaneous  bond  proposals  are  reviewed. 

Furthermore,  if  the  conservative  revenue  and  expenditure  estimates 
referred  to  and  used  herein  are  of  any  value,  and  particularly  if  unfore- 
seen political  or  other  circumstances  arise  to  reduce  revenues  or  increase 
costs,  the  revenues  of  the  system  would  not  finance  the  necessary  annual 
extensions  and  additions,  and  San  Francisco  could  look  forward  to  a 
succession  of  bond  issue  proposals  for  power  purposes. 

Relation  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Power  to  Total  Required 

The  Moccasin  Creek  power  house  will  be  capable  of  a  peak  load 
capacity  of  70,000  k.w.  (kilowatts)  in  1931,  the  City  Engineer  estimates 
in  his  April  9th  report,  after  ''completion  of  the  aqueduct  construction 
and  with  154  k.v.  transmission."  This  report  also  estimated  the  1931 
peak  load  for  the  two  local  systems  as  181,700  k.w.,  of  which  the  70,000 
k.w.  Hetch  Hetchy  plant  will  represent  only  38.5  per  cent. 

Estimates  of  the  Engineer  in  his  May  report  also  show  that  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  system  is  not  equal  to  the  present  demands  of  the  Pacific  Gas  &' 
Electric  system  alone,  exclusive  of  the  Market  Street  Railway  load,  which 
would  not  be  taken  over  by  the  city.  In  1929  the  Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric 
peak  load,  exclusive  of  the  Railway  load,  was  112,200  k.w.  The  City 
Engineer  estimates  that  by  1935  the  peak  load  of  the  Pacific  Gas  6?  Elec- 
tric Company  alone,  excluding  therefrom  the  Market  Street  Railway 
load,  will  be  187,000  k.w.  His  report  does  not  give  the  Great  Western 
Power  peak  load  and  the  peak  load  for  the  combined  systems.  Using  the 
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1931  ratios  between  Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric  and  Great  Western  Power 
peak  loads,  the  1935  Great  Western  Power  peak  load  is  estimated  as 
64,700  k.w.,  and  the  peak  load  of  the  combined  systems  as  221,700  k.w. 
Of  this,  the  70,000  k.w.  at  Moccasin  Creek  would  equal  only  31.6  per  cent. 

The  Red  Mountain  Bar  plant,  for  which  a  $1,045,000  bond  issue  has 
been  placed  on  the  August  26th  ballot,  would  represent  about  a  20  per 
cent  increase  in  the  plant  capacity  at  Hetch  Hetchy.  This  increase,  if  the 
bonds  are  voted  therefor,  would  not  affect  the  figures  given  to  any  great 
extent.  For  example,  in  1935,  the  total  hydro  peak  capacity  would  be 
about  39.6  per  cent  of  the  total  city  peak  load  instead  of  31.6  per  cent 
without  the  Red  Mountain  Bar  plant. 

Small  Power  Systems  Not  Efficient 

The  San  Francisco  distributing  systems  of  the  Pacific  Gas  &'  Electric 
and  the  Great  Western  Power  Companies  under  their  present  ownership 
and  management  form  parts  of  large  inter-connected  regional  power 
s'ystems.  San  Francisco  represents  approximately  33  per  cent  of  each  of 
the  Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric  and  the  Great  Western  Power  systems,  based 
on  number  of  consumers. 

Severance  of  the  San  Francisco  territory  from  the  larger  power  sys' 
tems  would  reduce  the  efficiency  at  which  electric  generating  plants  can 
be  operated,  for  supplying  San  Francisco  light  and  power  as  one  unit, 
and  the  rest  of  the  area  now  included  in  these  regional  systems  as  a 
separate  unit.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  diversity  of  use  of  electric 
current,  as  between  urban,  agricultural,  industrial,  manufacturing  and 
other  communities  included  within  the  regional  systems,  produces  daily 
and  seasonal  "peak"  demands  for  power  in  the  several  kinds  of  community 
that,  to  a  considerable  extent,  are  staggered  with  and  offset  each  other. 
For  example,  when  the  pumping  and  irrigation  load  is  the  highest,  the 
city  load  is  the  lightest,  and  vice  versa. 

The,  load  factor  (meaning,  roughly,  the  percentage  of  full  time  that 
power  house  capacity  necessary  to  handle  "peak"  loads  can  be  fully  em- 
ployed) of  the  San  Francisco  portion  of  the  Pacific  Gas  &'  Electric 
Company  is  about  42  per  cent,  in  comparison  with  63  per  cent  for  the 
whole  system,  including  San  Francisco.  Expressed  in  other  words,  to  serve 
San  Francisco  as  an  independent  isolated  unit  with  a  42  per  cent  load 
factor  would  require  about  50  per  cent  more  power-house  capacity  than 
to  serve  San  Francisco  as  only  one  element  of  a  much  larger  regional 
area  with  a  63  per  cent  load  factor.  Therefore,  operation  of  the  San 
Francisco  power  generating  and  distributing  system  as  a  single  unit  would 
directly  affect  the  efficiency  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  plant  operation, 
the  output  of  which  is  now  being  sold  under  the  agency  agreement  with 
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the  Pacific  Gas  6?  Electric  Company  on  ar^  agreed  basis  of  a  75  per  cent 
load  factor. 

The  city,  under  the  agency  agreement  with  the  Pacific  Gas  £s?  Electric 
Company,  is  now  receiving  a  high  rate  of  return  from  its  investment  in 
the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  plant  because  of  the  high  load  factor  under 
which  the  power  is  agencied.  The  City  Engineer  estimates  that  in  1931 
the  Moccasin  plant  will  produce  354,000,000  k.w.h.  of  the  total  city 
requirements,  while  in  1929  the  actual  output  of  the  plant  was  457,779,- 
695  k.w.h.,  which  indicates  that  municipal  operation  of  the  San  Francisco 
distributing  system  will  reduce  considerably  the  load  factor  and  the  return 
on  the  capital  already  invested  in  the  project. 

Taking  the  large  San  Francisco  power  market  out  of  the  larger  regional 
systems  may  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  San  Francisco  light  and  power 
rates,  and  would  probably  affect  the  rates  on  the  rest  of  the  system.  The 
present  rate  structure  is  based  on  the  amount  of  capital  invested,  which, 
as  outhned  in  the  foregoing,  and  in  so  far  as  power  production  investment 
is  concerned,  is  directly  affected  by  the  load  factor — a  lesser  plant  invest- 
ment, for  both  San  Francisco  and  the  whole  area  served,  under  the  exist- 
ing 63  per  cent  system  load  factor,  than  will  be  required  if  San  Francisco 
operates  as  one  unit  with  a  42  per  cent  load  factor,  and  the  rest  of  the 
present  system  is  forced  to  operate  at  a  considerable  reduction  under  its 
oresent  63  per  cent  load  factor.  It  may  be  said  that  San  Francisco  has  no 
interest  in  power  rates  outside  of  San  Francisco.  It  can  also  be  said  that 
if  there  is  any  truth  in  the  oft-repeated  assertions  that  San  Francisco's 
prosperity  is  bound  up  with  that  of  the  metropolitan  area  and  the  agri- 
cultural back  country,  any  possibility  or  probability  of  higher  rates  and 
costs  in  such  areas,  brought  about  by  the  city's  action,  will  not  be  helpful 
to  San  Francisco. 

Effect  of  Four  Proposed  Issues  on  City  Debt 

By  no  means  the  least  important  of  the  considerations  involved  in 
the  $68,1 15,000  proposed  power  bond  issues  is  the  effect  on  the  city's  debt. 

The  total  of  outstanding  and  authorized  bond  issues  on  July  2,  1930, 
was  $162,560,400,  of  which  $54,010,400  are  bonds  for  general  municipal 
and  school  purposes.  Of  the  latter  amount,  $8,801,000  are  authorized  but 
remain  unsold;  $109,550,000  of  water  and  exposition  bonds  make  up  the 
total  authorized  and  outstanding  bonds  on  July  2. 

An  amendment  to  the  city  charter  in  1926  fixed  the  city's  debt  limit 
as  ""twelve  per  centum  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  all  real  and  personal 
property  in  the  city  and  county  subject  to  taxation  for  city  and  county 
purposes,"  exclusive  of  bonds  issued  for  water  supply  purposes  and  the 
Panama-Pacific  Exposition   of   1915.   The   12  per  cent  may  range  from 
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$97,000,000  to  $143,500,000,  according  to  the  legal  interpretation  of  the 
phrase,  "all  real  and  personal  property  in  the  city  and  county  subject  to 
taxation  for  city  and  county  purposes."  The  point  involved  concerns  the 
amount  of  assessed  valuation  which  may  legally  be  used  to  derive  the 
12  per  cent  debt  limit. 

The  1929  assessment  roll  of  all  real  and  personal  property  totaled 
over  $1,196,000,000.  On  this  basis,  the  12  per  cent  debt  limit  would  be 
about  $143,500,000.  However,  the  assessment  roll  includes  $389,000,000 
assessed  valuation  of  personal  property  in  the  form  of  solvent  credits  and 
''foreign  securities",  which  are  taxable  at  fixed  low  rates  established  by 
the  state  legislature,  subsequent  to  the  city's  1926  debt-limit  amendment, 
at  10  cents  and  20  cents  per  $100,  respectively.  It  is  obvious  that  no 
matter  what  amount  of  bonds  may  be  issued  by  the  city,  or  what  the 
fixed  charges  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  may  be,  tax  rates  on  this 
type  of  personal  property  cannot,  be  increased  by  the  city  and  county  to 
meet  an  increase  in  the  city's  bond  interest  and  redemption  payments. 

This  situation  did  not  exist  in  1926  when  the  charter  was  amended 
to  provide  for*  the  12  per  cent  limit.  It  developed  as  a  result  of  a  consti' 
tutional  amendment  adopted  by  the  people  in  1928  and  a  subsequent 
enactment  by  the  1929  legislature.  The  changed  conditions  raise  the  point 
as  to  whether  this  $389,000,000  can  be  legally  included  as  a  part  of  the 
"real  and  personal  property  in  the  city  and  county  subject  to  taxation 
for  city  and  county  purposes."  An  opinion  rendered  to  the  City  Attorney 
by  the  city's  New  York  bond  experts  states  that  it  can,  and  that  the  12 
per  cent  of  limitatioa  is  applicable  to  the  total  roll  of  $1,196,000,000. 

The  use  of  the  entire  assessment  roll  for  debt  fixing  purposes,  if  legal, 
will  result  in  a  net  debt  leeway  for  new  bond  issues  of  $90,555,798  after 
deducting  general  and  school  bonds  outstanding.  There  are  $8,801,000  in 
general  bonds  authorized  but  unsold  that  are  included  in  the  total 
deducted  from  the  12  per  cent  bonding  limit,  which  were  included,  as 
they  will  probably  become  outstanding  prior  to  the  date  fixed  by  the  City 
Engineer  for  taking  over  the  properties,  June  30,  1931. 

The  leeway  available  for,  new  debt  by  applying  the  12  per  cent  Hm- 
itation  to  the  full  assessment  roll  will  be  adequate  for  both  the  proposed 
power  bond  issues  and  the  existing  unsold  general  bonds.  When  all  of 
these  issues  become  outstanding,  and  if  the  power  bonds  are  voted,  the 
leeway  remaining  for  new  debt  would  be  $22,440,798.  If  the  necessity 
arises,  as  referred  to  previously  herein,  to  vote  the  additional  power 
bonds,  totaling  $16,930,000  as  proposed  by  the  City  Engineer,  the  leeway 
for  other  bond  issues,  as  calculated  at  the  present  time,  would  be  only 
about  $5,500,000,  and  would  increase  at  the  rate  of  about  $3,500,000 
per  year. 
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The  lower  assessment  roll,  due  to  exclusion  of  the  personal  property 
roll  consisting  of  solvent  credits  and  foreign  securities,  would,  under  the 
12  per  cent  limit,  produce  a  net  debt  leeway  of  $43,878,210  after  deduct- 
ing outstanding  general  and  school  bonds  amounting  to  $53,010,400. 
This  leeway  is  considerably  less  than  the  amount  of  the  proposed  bond 
issue. 

The  following  compilation  includes  over  $60,000,000  of  projects 
included  in  recent  bond  issues  that  failed  to  secure  the  necessary  two' 
thirds  votes,  or  other  projects  urged  by  various  official  bodies.  This  is  by 
no  means  a  complete  list  of  proposed  municipal  projects  that  will  require 
financing,  in  most  cases  out  of  bond  issues,  in  the  near  future.  Likewise 
It  does  not  include  San  Francisco's  85  per  cent  of  the  $30,000,000  district 
bonds  soon  to  be  proposed  for  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge. 

PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS 

Estimate 
of  Cost 
Recent  Bond  Proposals 

Municipal   Railway  extensions $4,600,000 

Broadway  tunnel   (cost  $1,?00,000) 750,000 

Aquatic-Marina  Parks  (estimated  to  complete,  $2,000,000) 950,000 

John  McLaren  Park  2,000,000 

Playgrounds  3,100,000 

Airport  completion  1,700,000 

Civic  Center  improvement 1,000,000 

Total    Bond    Proposals $14,100,000 

Projects  OflScially  Proposed 

Sewers   (balance  of  Engineer's  program) $3,325,000 

Health  Department  (balance  of  program) 1,450,000 

County  Jail   850,000 

Airport,  additional  2,300,000 

Incinerator  1,000,000 

Yacht  Harbor  800,000 

Amazon  Reservoir  2,200,000 

Balboa  Reservoir  2,000,000 

Glen  Park  Reservoir  2,000,000 

Market  Street  Railway  purchase 28,800,000* 

Cahfornia  Street  Cable  Railway  purchase 935,000* 

High  pressure  system  extension 1,000,000 

Bakers  Beach   outfall  sewer 3,000,000 

Total  Projects  Officially  Proposed .* $49,660,000 

Total,    Both   Groups $63,760,000 


*Reproduction  cost  new,  less  depreciation,  per  City  Engineer's  report. 

Such  a  compilation,  not  having  official  sanction  as  a  whole,  can  be 
considered  only  as  an  indication  of  some  of  the  municipal  projects  to  be 
financed,  in  relation  to  the  city's  ability  to  finance  these  and  similar  im- 
provements. Exclusive  of  the  two  railway  purchase  proposals  the  list  totals 
about  $34,000,000 — this  in  relation  to  the  city's  leeway  of  $22,000,000 
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for  new  debt,  under  the  most  favorable  ruling  thereon,  if  the  four  pro- 
posed power  issues  are  voted. 

PropKJsed  Power  Venture  May  Retard  Water  Rate  Reduction 

Purchase  of  the  power  distributing  systems  for  the  disposal  of  Hetch 
Hetchy  power  would  apparently  have  the  indirect  effect  of  postponing 
the  time  when  the  city's  water  rates  can  be  reduced.  Reduction  in  water 
rates  is  considered  a  necessary  step  if  large  industries,  requiring  large 
amounts  of  water,  are  to  be  induced  to  locate  in  San  Francisco.  At  the 
present  time,  San  Francisco  has  the  highest  water  rates  of  any  large  city 
in  the  United  States,  except  one. 

The  Manager  of  the  Water  Department  has  proposed  a  gradual  scale 
of  water-rate  reductions — approximately  two  cents  per  1000  gallons  per 
year  over  a  period  of  years — starting  in  1933  when  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
system  is  completed  and  merged  with  the  old  Spring  Valley  system.  This 
proposed  water-rate  reduction  program  is  based  on  the  assumption  that 
Hetch  Hetchy  power  revenues  under  the  existing  agency  contract  will  be 
merged  with  water  revenues.  As  estimated  by  the  Manager,  this  would 
produce  a  surplus  of  $565,000  in  1933,  after  meeting  all  operating  and 
debt  charges  for  the  merged  water  system  (Hetch  Hetchy  and  Spring 
Valley)  and  such  surplus  would  permit  of  the  proposed  program  of  reduc- 
ing water  rates. 

Under  the  power-distribution  proposals  contemplated  by  the  four 
proposed  bond  issues,  the  Moccasin  Creek  power  plant  would  become 
part  of  the  power  system,  and  the  interest  and  redemption  on  only  that 
part  of  the  1910  water  bonds  charged  to  power — about  one-half— would 
be  carried  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  power  system.  The  balance  of  such 
debt  charges  would  be  charged  against  water  revenues,  or  would  continue 
to  be  included  in  the  tax-rate,  and  thus  charged  against  the  taxpayer. 

The  present  water  rates,  it  is  estimated,  will  be  barely  sufficient  to  carry 
the  Spring  Valley  purchase  bond  interest  and  redemption  and  the  portion 
of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  debt  charges  in  1933  not  charged  to  power,  when 
Hetch  Hetchy  is  completed  and  merged  with  the  local  water  system,  if 
Hetch  Hetchy  power  revenues  under  the  existing  agency  contract  are  not 
included  with  the  Water  Department  income.  The  Water  Department 
Manager  estimates  that  there  vvdll  be  only  $41,931  surplus  in  1933-34  if 
the  power  revenues  carry  only  the  portion  of  the  1910  debt  charges 
allocated  to  power,  and  the  balances  of  such  charges  are  carried  out  of 
water  revenues.  This  surplus  of  about  $42,000  compares  with  the  $565,000 
estimated  surplus  produced  by  merging  Hetch  Hetchy  power-contract 
revenues  with  water  revenues.  The  $42,000  surplus  will  not  give  sufficient 
leeway  to  guarantee  a  reduction  in  water  rates  at  that  time. 
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Present  System  of  Municipal  Utility  Management  Ineffective 

The  present  system  fixed  by  charter  for  the  management  and  operation 
of  municipally  owned  utilities  is  admittedly  defective.  The  Board  of 
Public  Works  is  vested  with  management  and  control  of  utility  construe 
tion  and  operation,  subject  to  complete  power  and  authority  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  over  appropriations.  In  the  case  of  the  Municipal  Railway 
operation,  extending  over  a  period  of  years,  management  and  control  has 
been  divided  between  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  the  City  Engineer, 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  whole,  the  Finance  and  the  Public  Utilities 
Committees  thereof,  etc.  In  the  case  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Depart' 
ment  (the  old  Spring  Valley  system),  the  management  has  been  more 
completely  centralized  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  an  operating  ordi' 
nance  enacted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  under  which  fairly  complete 
executive  powers  are  centralized  in  a  manager  appointed  by  and  subject 
to  the  authority  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  and  subject  to  annual 
budget  appropriations  as  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

There  is  practically  unanimous  opinion  among  city  officials  and  civic 
organizations  that  efficient  management  and  operation  of  utilities  owned 
by  the  city  depends  on  the  establishment  by  charter  amendment  of  a 
public  utilities  commission  with  complete  powers  to  administer  the  prop' 
erties  in  its  charge.  Such  a  commission  was  proposed  at  the  time  the 
Spring  Valley  purchase  bonds  were  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
people.  There  is  no  question  but  that  approval  of  this  bond  issue  by  the 
people  was  based  on  the  expectation  that  the  charter  amendment  creating 
the  commission  and  establishing  its  powers  would  be  adopted  at  the 
November,  1928,  election.  City  officials  who  took  a  leading  part  in  sub' 
mitting  the  purchase  bond  issue  to  the  people  have  since  stated  that  they 
would  not  have  favored  the  submission  of  the  bond  issue  at  the  time 
had  they  not  felt  assured  that  the  charter  would  be  amended  by  vote 
of  the  people  to  establish  the  proper  type  of  commission. 

The  defeat  of  the  public  utilities  commission  amendment  was  due  to 
the  insistence  by  organized  labor  and  other  interested  groups  that  the 
commission  be  composed  of  officials  elected  by  the  people  rather  than 
appointed  by  the  Mayor,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Supervisors.  At 
the  present  time,  the  Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
has  pending  before  it  the  proposal  to  resubmit  a  charter  amendment 
providing  for  such  a  commission,  and  again  the  argument  is  advanced  by 
spokesmen  for  labor  organizations  that  the  members  of  the  commission 
be  elected  by  the  people. 

If  the  management  and  operation  of  utilities  owned  by  the  city  is  to 
be  conducted  on  a  business'like  basis,  this  means  that  it  shall  be  conducted 
as  far  as  possible  on  a  non'political  basis.  Although  freedom  from  politics 
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cannot  be  assured  by  providing  that  commissioners  be  appointed  by  the 
Mayor,  it  is  obvious  that  commissions  elected  by  the  people  are  auto- 
matically in  politics.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  an  elective  commission 
would  offer  no  advantages  whatsoever  over  the  present  system,  and  if  an 
elective  commission  is  the  only  one  that  will  secure  majority  approval 
of  the  people,  the  city  would  be  better  off  in  the  operation  of  its  utilities 
to  leave  them  as  they  are,  subject  to  management  by  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  and  with  their  financial  affairs  subject  to  budget  control  by  the 
elected  Board  of  Supervisors. 

In  considering  the  voting  of  $68,115,000  of  power  bond  issues  at  this 
time,  the  people  are  considering  taking  over  a  complicated  business  enter- 
prise requiring  the  highest  possible  efficiency  in  management,  and  oper- 
ating  this  under  a  system  which  has  been  critici2;ed  and  condemned  by 
city  officials  and  civic  organisations  alike. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  such  a  proposal  has  no  merit.  Until 
there  shall  have  been  established  as  part  of  the  city  government  a  non- 
political  public  utilities  commission,  with  sufficient  broad  and  independent 
powers  to  manage  and  operate  municipally  owned  utilities  in  the  most 
business-like  way,  and  until  such  a  commission  shall  have  thoroughly 
proved  its  non-political  and  business-like  character  and  policies,  there  is 
no  sound  basis  for  any  such  proposal. 

No  Assurance  as  to  ^68,115,000  Price 

All  of  the  discussion  by  the  City  Engineer  and  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors relative  to  the  purchase  of  the  Pacific  Gas  fe?  Electric  and  the  Great 
Western  Power  Companies'  local  distributing  systems  has  been  based 
on  the  price  fixed  for  each  such  system  by  the  California  Railroad  Com- 
mission. On  this  basis  the  City  Engineer  proposed  $85,045,000  of  bonds 
to  acquire  the  systems  at  the  valuation  fixed  by  the  Railroad  Commission 
as  of  February  11,  1924,  plus  additions  and  less  depreciation  to  1932,  and 
with  an  additional  sum  included  by  the  Engineer  and  considered  as  neces- 
sary by  him  to  enable  the  city  to  enter  into  the  business  of  supplying 
light  and  power  to  all  consumers  in  the  city.  As  previously  noted,  this 
estimate  was  reduced  by  the  Supervisors  to  the  $68,115,000  of  bond  issue 
proposals  that  will  appear  on  the  August  26th  ballot. 

Both  figures,  as  stated,  have  as  their  base  the  Railroad  Commission's 
valuation  of  physical  property,  plus  severance  damages,  as  of  February 
11,  1924.  It  is  a  matter  of  record  before  the  Railroad  Commission  and 
before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  neither  company  has  agreed  to  the 
price  fixed  by  the  Railroad  Commission.  Each  company,  in  the  proceed- 
ings before  the  Commission,  submitted  estimates  and  testimony  as  to  the 
value  of  its  plant  and  the  amount  of  severance  damages  that  should  be 
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paid  to  it  in  the  event  of  the  city's  acquisition  of  the  local  distributing 
systems,  and  such  figures  are  materially  higher  than  the  valuations  handed 
down  by  the  Railroad  Commission. 

It  is  only  reasonable  to  assume  that  even  if  the  proposed  bond  issues 
are  approved  by  the  necessary  two'thirds  vote  of  the  people,  either  or 
both  companies  will  carry  the  matter  to  the  courts.  On  the  basis  of  the 
city's  previous  experience  with  utility  rate  and  valuation  cases,  it  is  also 
logical  to  assume  that  at  least  five  years  will  be  taken  up  in  reaching  i 
final  decision  in  the  matter.  During  such  period,  on  the  basis  of  the  City 
Engineer's  estimates,  the  physical  valuations  involved  will  increase  at  the 
rate  of  at  least  $4,000,000  a  year,  so  that  five  years  hence  the  City 
Engineer's  estimate  of  $85,000,000  required  would  have  to  be  increased 
by  at  least  $20,000,000.  Furthermore,  by  court  proceedings  the  Railroad 
Commission's  valuation  may  be  materially  increased. 

Here  again  the  situation  is  totally  different  from  that  confronting 
the  city  in  the  various  proposals  to  purchase  the  Spring  Valley  property. 
The  Spring  Valley  purchase  was  based  on  a  Railroad  Commission  valua- 
tion accepted  by  both  the  company  and  the  city,  and  the  later  bond  issue 
proposals,  including  the  one  finally  approved  by  the  people,  had  the 
finality  of  being  based  on  a  mutually  agreed  price. 

The  Raker  Act  "Mandate" 

The  major  argument — starting  in  1923  and  continuing  to  date — for 
the  acquisition  by  the  city  of  the  privately-owned  power  distribution 
systems  has  been  the  "Raker  Act" — an  Act  of  Congress  giving  the  city 
the  use  of  and  right  to  certain  United  States  Government  lands  needed 
for  the  development  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  and  Lake  Eleanor  water  sheds 
and  water  storage.  The  Raker  Act  required,  as  one  of  many  conditions 
of  the  grant,  the  development  and  use  by  the  city  of  hydro-electric 
energy  derivable  from  the  water  project.  Space  does  not  permit  of  a 
detailed  exposition  of  the  many  legal,  economic  and  other  phases  involved. 

The  city  is  years  ahead  of  the  power  development  required  by  the 
federal  grant— 10,000,  20,000,  30,000  and  60,000  horsepower,  respec- 
tively, within  3,  10,  15  and  20  years  of  the  completion  of  works  adapted 
to  the  generation  of  electrical  energy.  The  city  developed  93,000  horse- 
power immediately  on  the  completion  of  such  works.  The  powers  vested 
by  the  Act  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  "take  possession  of  and 
lease"  such  portion  of  the  property  acquired  or  constructed  by  the  city 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary  "for  the  development,  transmission, 
use  and  sale  of  such  power"  do  not  apply  until  after  the  20-year  period— 
1945,  approximately. 
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The  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  in  a  1924  written  opin- 
ion,  suggested  as  a  means  of  avoiding  the  wastage  of  the  available  electric 
energy  and  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  prohibiting  the  sale 
of  power  to  a  corporation  with  the  right  of  re'sale,  that  the  power  be 
sold  and  used  by  the  city  through  the  agency  of  existing  private  com- 
panies — the  existing  "agency  contract" — this  by  reason  of  the  then  exist' 
ing  state  of  the  project.  San  Francisco  is  legally  entitled  under  the  Raker 
Act  to  dispose  of  its  power  for  the  use  of  its  people  through  existing 
power  lines,  in  accordance  with  the  specific  terms  laid  down  in  the  agency 
contract.  The  same  conditions  exist  now  as  when  the  Solicitor  wrote  his 
opinion — the  Hetch  Hetchy  project  is  still  unfinished,  the  people  are 
carrying  a  heavy  burden  of  debt  therefor,  and  the  city  has  no  power 
distribution  system. 

In  the  last  analysis,  it  is  unthinkable  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
would  or  could  impose  purely  technical  rights  by  ''taking  possession  of 
and  leasing  to  such  persons  as  he  may  designate  such  portions  of  the 
property  as  may  be  necessary  for  power  purposes"  and  thus  interfere  with 
the  city's  water  supply,  in  the  event  that  the  people  should  fail  to  approve 
a  $68,115,000  or  an  $85,000,000  proposition  for  the  purpose  of  marketing 
all  of  their  power  requirements,  when  the  Hetch  Hetchy  power  involved 
amounts  to  only  a  fraction  of  such  requirements. 
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San  Francisco's  igji-ja  Budget 

The  1931-32  budget,  passed  to  print  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on 
Friday,  May  22,  totals  $26,703,182.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $15  5,147  below 
the  total  of  the  1930-31  budget.  The  table  on  pages  20-21  shows  the  detail 
of  appropriations  for  the  several  departments  and  purposes  in  the  budget 
for  the  coming  year,  as  compared  with  appropriations  for  the  same  depart- 
ments and  purposes  in  the  1930-31  budget. 

The  larger  increases  and  decreases,  as  compared  with  last  year's  budget, 
are  as  follows: 

Large  Increases  Large  Decreases 

Bond  interest  and  redemption  $475,000  Lands,  building  and  special 

(including   $323,385  projects $654,004 

Municipal  Railway)  Board  of  Public  Works 

Relief  of  dependent  poor  .   .  350,000              (transfer)      278,651 

Fire  and  police  pensions   .   .   .  208,923  Playgrounds 110,000 

Old   Age   pensions 100,000  Parks     100,000 

Supplies  (transfer) 92,570  Building  repairs 90,000 

Temporary  employments  Airport  operation 55,000 

(transfer)      92,450  Health      40,745 

Department  of  Elections  .   .   .  48,430  Maintenance    of    minors  .   .   .  40,000 

Installing   new   charter  ....  25,000  Police 26,740 

Lighting   streets 25,000  Two  museums,  library  and 

widows'  pensions  .   .   .   Each      20,000 

Retrenchment  Policies  Adopted 

The  proposed  budget  as  submitted  to  the  Supervisors  by  the  Finance 
Committee  was  based  on  various  policies  of  retrenchment  as  compared 
with  budgets  of  prior  years.  It  provided  for  retrenchment  in  departmental 
expenditures  and  the  deferring  of  capital  expenditures,  the  two  aggre- 
gating a  reduction  of  approximately  $1,100,000  under  last  year's  budget 
appropriations.  It  provided  also  for  the  use  of  over  $240,000  of  motor 
vehicle  tax  funds  for  the  payment  of  boulevard  bond  interest  and  redemp- 
tion, and  a  corresponding  reHef  in  the  tax  levy  for  this  purpose.  It  pro- 
vided also  for  the  use  of  $700,000  of  bond  sale  premiums  to  reduce  the 
tax  levy  for  bond  interest  and  redemption. 

The  Finance  Committee's  proposed  budget  also  provided  for  two 
transfers  of  appropriations,  which  have  the  appearance  of  increasing 
expenditures  in  two  departments  and  decreasing  expenditures  in  a  number 
of  other  departments,  but  which  do  not  in  reality  change  budget  totals. 
An  appropriation  to  the  Bureau  of  Supplies  of  the  total  amounts  required 
by  the  various  departments  for  stationery,  postage  and  printing  is  offset 
by  corresponding  reductions  in  the  several  departmental  appropriations 
for  this  purpose.  An  appropriation  establishing  a  "temporary  employment" 
fund  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Supervisors  is  made  up  by  the  applica- 
tion of  the  five-day  week  to  per  diem  employees  and  is  offset  by  corre- 
sponding reductions  in  the  appropriations  to  the  public  works,  fire  and 
other  departments. 

The    Supervisors,    in    considering    the    budget    as    proposed    by   the 
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Finance  Committee,  added  an  appropriation  of  $350,000  for  relief  of  the 
indigent  sick  and  dependent  poor.  This  appropriation  was  urged  by 
practically  every  labor,  civic  and  charitable  organi2,ation  in  the  city  as 
the  minimum  required  to  meet  the  conditions  grovvdng  out  of  the  unem' 
ployment  situation.  The  Supervisors  also  added  $50,000  to  the  playground 
appropriation,  making  this  $450,000,  as  compared  with  an  appropriation 
of  $560,000  in  last  year's  budget. 

Reductions  voted  by  the  Supervisors  in  the  appropriations  recom' 
mended  by  the  Finance  Committee  included  a  10  per  cent  cut,  amounting 
to  $10,630,  in  the  appropriation  for  stationery,  postage  and  printing,  a 
reduction  of  $15,000  in  the  appropriation  for  police  department  materials 
and  suppHes,  and  a  $10,000  reduction  to  $80,000  in  the  proposed  appro- 
priations for  both  the  de  Young  Museum  and  the  California  Palace  of 
the  Legion  of  Honor. 

The  Five-Day  Week  Policy 

The  major  element  of  controversy  in  the  budget  as  proposed  by  the 
Finance  Committee  centered  around  the  five-day  week.  The  Finance 
Committee's  set-up  of  the  items  in  the  proposed  budget  applied  the  five- 
day  week  to  all  per  diem  employments,  also  to  certain  employments 
heretofore  paid  on  a  monthly  salary  basis,  but  which,  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  the  five-day  week  policy,  were  set  up  on  a  per  diem  wage  basis. 
The  five-day  week  policy  as  advocated  by  the  Finance  Committee  fixed 
appropriations  for  each  of  the  per  diem  employments  on  the  basis  of  270 
days  of  work  during  the  year,  although  full  time  on  a  five-day  week 
basis,  including  annual  vacation,  would  amount  to  254  days  as  a  maxi- 
mum. It  was  stated  that  the  additional  16-day  allowance  was  used  to 
provide  for  necessary  leeway  in  various  of  the  positions  in  which  over- 
time or  Saturday  work  might  be  found  to  be  necessary,  but  that  in  each 
case  where  such  additional  work  were  not  required,  the  appropriation  for 
the  additional  sixteen  days  would  not  be  spent. 

The  Finance  Committee's  budget  proposal  also  provided  that  the 
amount  of  payroll  reduction  involved  in  the  application  of  the  five-day 
week  policy,  on  the  basis  of  270  working  days,  would  be  set  up  in  a 
special  fund  under  the  control  of  the  Supervisors  and  used  to  pay  for 
additional  employments,  when  needed,  in  those  departments  whose  work 
output  might  be  curtailed  by  the  application  of  the  five-day  week  policy. 

During  the  course  of  the  Supervisors'  public  hearing  on  the  Finance 
Committee's  proposed  budget,  a  number  of  representatives  of  the  per 
diem  men  appeared  in  opposition  to  the  proposal  and  also  to  the  proposal 
that  men  heretofore  on  a  monthly  salary  basis  be  made  subject  to  the 
five-day  week  policy.  As  the  result  of  such  opposition,  a  compromise  was 
reached,  whereby  (1)  employments  heretofore  on  a  monthly  basis  were 
restored  to  the  former  monthly  rates  and  were  not  made  subject  to  the  five- 
day  week  policy;  and  (2)  for  per  diem  employments,  provision  was  made 
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COMPARATIVE  BUDGET  APPROPRIATIONS 

"Tr."  indicates  that  Increase  or  Decrease  is  Due  to  a  Transfer  of  Appropriations 

1930-31           1931-32  Increase  or 
Budget     Appropriation  ( — Decrease) 
GENERAL  FUND 

Board  of  Supervisors $     115,45?     $     107,355  $(     —8,100) 

Supervisors'  Misc.  Accounts 

Lighting  streets  825,000  850,000  25,000 

Airport  purchase  and   operation 210,000  155,000  (   —55,000) 

Building   repairs   155,000             65,000  (   —90,000) 

Capital  Expenditures — Parks,  fire  and 

police  stations,  traffic  signals,  ware 

house,  sewer  extensions,  etc '748,250             94,246  ( — 654,004) 

Additional  temporary  employments 92,450  92,450    Tr. 

Other  misc.  accounts 330,550  294,420  (   —36,130) 

Sub'Total  (others  included  under 

"Charter  Funds")  $2,268,600     $1,551,116  $(—717,684) 

City  Planning  Commission  $       13,080     $       14,480  1,400 

Bureau  of  Supplies  74,920  167,490  92,570    Tr. 

Mayor    47,965  47,965 

Auditor    92,770             97,600  4,830 

Tax   Collector   147,305  141,780  (     —5,525)  Tr. 

Treasurer   52,400              50,900  (      —1,500)  Tr. 

Assessor   314,000  299,000  (— 15,000)  Tr. 

Department   of   Elections 328,640  377,070  48,430 

District    Attorney    108,830  107,480  (      —1,350)  Tr. 

Pubhc  Defender  28,250             28,160  (  —90)  Tr. 

City  Attorney  79,500             78,900  (        —600)  Tr. 

Civil   Service   Commission 44,870             41,070  (     —3,800) 

County  Clerk  172,470  165,470  (     —7,000)  Tr. 

Sheriff    337,932  325,432  (   —12,500) 

Recorder    116,700  114,200  (     —2,500)  Tr. 

Superior  Courts  197,600  196,400  (     —1,200)  Tr. 

Municipal   Courts   205,500  200,880  (     —4,620)  Tr. 

Juvenile  Court  and  Det.   Home 102,720  101,505  (     — l,215)Tr. 

Adult   Probation    Department 28,120             27,670  (         —450)  Tr. 

County  Welfare  Department 31,980              36,880  4,900 

Law  Library  11,100             10,800  (        — 300)  Tr. 

Coroner   51,880             50,980  (         —900)  Tr. 

Sealer  of  Weights  and  Measures 26,660              27,360  700  ; 

Agricultural   Commission    19,560              19,310  (         — 250)  Tr. 

Department  of  Public  Works 

General  Office,  Accounting,  Archi' 

tecture.  Building  Insp.  and  Misc.       220,400  210,181  (  — 10,219) 

Bur.  of  Building  Repair 440,600  421,460  (  —19,140)  Tr. 

Stores  and  Yards 59,570             53,867  (     —5,703)  Tr. 

Engineering  193,580  193,090  (         —490) 

Street  Cleaning  576,530  522,620  (   —53,910)  Tr. 

Sewer  Repairs  and  Pumping 304,000  265,253  (  —38,747)  Tr. 

Street  Repair  92,432                (   —92,432)  Tr. 

Bridge  Maint.  and  Operation 58,010                (  —58,010)  Tr. 

Total,  Dept.  of  Public  Works....$l,945,122     $1,666,471  $(—278,651) 

[20] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

COMPARATIVE   BUDGET  APPROPRIATIONS— Continued 

"Tr."  indicates  that  Increase  or  Decrease  is  Due  to  a  Transfer  of  Appropriations 

1930-31  1931-32          Increase  or 
Budget     Appropriation  ( — Decrease) 

Department   of   Electricity $    246,040  $    244,235   $(     — 1,805)  Tr. 

Fire  Department  3,353,346  3,344,971      (     — 8,375)  Tr. 

Police   Department   3,545,272  3,518,532      (   —26,740) 

Department  of  Public  Health 

Central   Office   605,348  600,948      (     —4,400) 

Laguna  Honda  Home 499,172  486,672      (   — 12,500) 

Relief  of  dependent  poor 350,000            3  50,000 

Isolation   Hospital  51,849  51,849 

San    Francisco    Hospital 1,077,091  1,060,991      (   —16,100) 

Emergency   Hospitals   206,175  201,855      (     —4,320) 

San  Francisco  Health  Farm 75,000  73,375      (     —1,625) 

Total,  Health  Dept. 

(*$1800  error)  $2,514,635  $2,823,890*        $309,255* 

CHARTER  FUNDS  AND  STATE  LAWS 

Playgrounds  $     560,000  $    450,000   $(—110,000) 

Parks    800,000  700,000      (—100,000) 

De  Young  Museum 100,000  80,000      (—20,000) 

Cahfornia  Palace,  Legion  of  Honor..       100,000  80,000      (  — 20,000) 

Aquarium     50,000  50,000 

Library  370,000  350,000      (   —20,000) 

Bond  Interest  and  Redemption 5,525,000  6,000,000            475,000 

Pohce   Pension   Deficit 140,000  250,000            110,000 

Firemen's  Relief  and  Pension  Fund..      451,077  550,000              98,923 

Misc.   Employees'   Retirement   Fund..       538,000  547,000                9,000 

Maintenance  of  Blind 60,000  65,000                 5,000 

Old  Age    Pensions 140,000  240,000            100,000 

Feeble   Minded   Home 100,000  100,000 

Maintenance   of  Minors 640,000  600,000      (   — 40,000) 

Widows'  Pensions  200,000  180,000      (   —20,000) 

Pubhcity  and  Advertising 210,000  200,000      (—10,000) 

Tax  Judgments  250,830  250,830 

Installation   of  New  Charter 25,000              25,000 

TOTAL  BUDGET  $26,858,329  $26,703,182  $(—155,147) 


in  the  budget  ordinance  that  the  appropriation  for  270  days  per  man  be 
set  up  on  a  monthly  salary  basis,  equivalent  to  one-twelfth  of  the  amount 
provided  for  the  whole  year,  with  the  proviso  that  time  not  worked  be 
subject  to  deduction  on  the  basis  of  l/254th  of  the  annual  compensation. 

The  effect  of  this  compromise  as  applied  to  per  diem  rates  is  to  cut 
the  working  time  by  approximately  10  per  cent,  and  on  the  other  hand, 
to  increase  the  per  diem  rate  by  6.3  per  cent.  For  example,  an  engineer 
at  $10.00  a  day,  formerly  paid  for  300  days,  will  receive  pay  for  270  days, 
although  he  will  work  only  254  days,  and  his  pay,  based  on  the  time  he 
actua41y  works,  will  be  $10.63  per  day. 

It  is  probable  that  the  compromise  represents  only  a  temporary  solu- 
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tion.  To  the  extent  that  the  five-day  week  is  sound  and  is  appHcable  to 
the  city  service,  it  should,  in  equity,  be  appHed  not  only  to  the  forces 
heretofore  paid  on  a  per  diem  basis,  but  also  to  foremen,  assistant  super- 
intendents, machinists  and  others  commonly  paid  at  a  per  diem  rate, 
although  paid  by  the  city  on  a  monthly  basis;  and  also  to  the  various  city 
offices  and  such  of  the  salaried  employments  therein  as  can  be  operated 
on  a  five-day  basis. 

The  effect  of  the  compromise  in  increasing  the  rates  of  the  per  diem 
forces  may  be  subject  to  revision,  also,  when  the  new  charter  becomes 
efi'ective  on  January  8,  next.  This  provides  that  city  compensations  shall 
be  not  higher  than  prevailing  rates  for  like  service  and  working  condi- 
tions in  private  employment  or  in  other  comparable  governmental  organ- 
i2;ations  in  the  city. 

Accumulated  Deficits 

The  budget,  as  proposed  by  the  Finance  Committee  and  adopted  by 
the  Supervisors,  leaves  to  the  new  charter,  and  the  officials  who  will 
operate  under  the  new  charter,  the  handling  of  deficits  which  have  accu- 
mulated during  the  last  four  years.  It  is  estimated  that  these  will  aggregate 
over  $1,200,000  by  June  30,  next,  the  end  of  the  present  fiscal  year.  If 
these  are  not  provided  for  by  an  increase  in  taxes,  a  bond  issue  for  the 
purpose,  or  in  some  other  manner,  it  is  believed  that  these  must  be  wiped 
out  next  January,  due  to  the  stringent  provisions  of  the  new  charter 
relative  to  the  disbursement  of  funds.  These  provisions,  in  all  probability, 
will  force  the  immediate  adoption  of  drastic  retrenchment  policies,  so 
that  moneys  may  be  made  available  and  transferred  to  meet  mandatory 
or  necessary  payments  out  of  funds  in  which  deficits  exist.  Otherwise, 
it  is  believed,  that  claims  for  payments,  out  of  funds  showing  deficit 
balances  only,  will  have  to  be  registered  and  held  for  payment  until  such 
time  as  the  balances  in  such  funds  are  replenished. 

Prospective  Tax-Rates 

The  tax-rate  for  1930-31  was  $4.02,  including  schools,  plus  2  cents 
for  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District,  making  a  $4.04  rate.  Any  estimate 
of  the  prospective  1931-32  tax-rate,  which  must  be  fixed  by  the  Super- 
visors not  later  than  the  last  Monday  in  September,  involves  many  ele- 
ments of  speculation.  The  budget  of  $26,703,182  adopted  by  the  Super- 
visors does  not  include  schools.  It  has  been  stated  by  the  Board  of 
Education  that  the  school  budget  which  will  be  finally  determined  by  the 
school  board  in  August  will  not  exceed  the  school  budget  of  last  year. 

Under  present  plans,  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District,  which  last 
year  levied  a  tax  of  two  cents  on  all  of  the  property  in  the  district,  will 
not  require  a  tax  levy  this  year,  it  being  anticipated  that,  prior  to  the 
tax-levying  date,  plans  will  have  been  completed,  bids  received  and  bonds 
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sold  to  start  work  on  the  project,  in  which  case  administrative  and  other 
expenditures  of  the  district  will  be  borne  out  of  bond  sale  proceeds. 

Starting  with  (1)  the  budget  as  adopted,  $26,703,182;  (2)  allowing 
an  additional  $250,000  for  emergencies;  (3)  assuming  that  the  levy  for 
school  purposes  will  be  the  same  as  last  year's  budget,  $11,060,800,  less 
State  school  refund  and  other  revenues,  $2,296,400,  school  tax  levy, 
$8,764,400;  and  (4)  that  no  tax  will  be  levied  by  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
District — the  following  alternative  estimates  as  to  the  tax-rate  can  be 
made: 

If  the  Assessor's  collections  on  unsecured  personal  property, 
solvent  credits,  and  "foreign"  securities,  equal  the  amount  col' 
lected  in  1930-31,  and  if  the  assessment  roll  equals  the  same  total 
as  the  1930  assessment  roll,  the  budget  can  be  financed  with  a 
tax-rate  of  $3.99  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation;  or 

If  the  Assessor's  collections  fall  oif  over  $300,000,  as  has 
been  tentatively  estimated,  and  if  the  assessment  roll  shrinks 
$20,000,000,  also  tentatively  estimated,  a  tax-rate  of  $4.15  per 
$100  of  assessed  valuation  will  be  required  to  finance  the  budget, 
unless  the  Hetch  Hetchy  depreciation  fund  or  other  special 
funds  may  be  used  to  offset  all  or  part  of  such  tax-rate  increase. 

Progress  Toward  a  "Complete"  Budget 

Efforts  were  again  made,  as  in  past  years,  to  have  the  Finance  Committee 
propose  a  complete  budget,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  would 
facilitate  the  city's  operations  under  the  new  charter,  when  this  becomes 
effective  January  8,  and  under  which  a  complete  budget  is  required.  As 
the  Bureau  has  pointed  out  frequently  in  the  past,  the  city's  so-called 
budget  is  a  partial  budget  only;  it  fails  to  include  expenditures  from  utility 
revenues,  bond  funds  and  special  funds,  such  as  auditorium,  traffic  and 
county  road;  it  is  incomplete,  also,  in  that  it  fails  to  include  any  estimate 
of  revenues. 

The  Bureau  estimates  that  a  complete  budget  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year  would  show  a  total  proposed  expenditure  of  $68,813,000. 

The  Finance  Committee,  in  connection  with  its  proposed  budget  for 
1931-32,  included  a  supplemental  budget  appropriating  approximately 
$570,000  out  of  the  county  road  fund,  which  it  is  estimated  v;ill  amount 
to  $1,200,000.  Although  the  "budget"  failed  to  include  budgets  of  the 
Municipal  Railway  and  the  Water  Department — $3,831,779  and  $6,953,' 
103,  respectively,  as  proposed  by  the  superintendents  of  each  utility  and 
approved  by  the  Supervisors'  Public  Utilities  Committee — it  is  the  ex- 
pressed intention  of  the  Finance  Committee  to  budget  the  revenues  and 
the  expenditures  of  these  departments  by  ordinance  prior  to  July  first, 
the  start  of  the  next  fiscal  year.  It  is  likewise  the  intention  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  in  cooperation  with  the  Mayor's  Committee  on  Uniform  Ac- 
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couning  to  prepare  and  adopt  a  complete  budget  set-up  of  all  revenues 
from  every  source  and  of  all  proposed  expeditures,  including  bond  funds, 
prior  to  the  time  of  fixing  the  tax-rate. 

Summary 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research — working  as  an  independent 
organi2;ation  in  cooperation  with  the  Finance  Committee  on  various  of 
its  budget  problems,  and  working  also  as  a  staff  agency  in  cooperation 
with  the  Citi2;ens'  City  Budget  Committee  (a  temporary  organisation 
made  up  of  representatives  designated  by  fortyone  civic,  business  and 
taxpayer  organi2;ations  in  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  securing  all  possible 
retrenchment  in  the  formulation  of  the  1931-32  budget) — is  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  the 
budget  adopted  for  1931-32,  exercised  every  possible  means  of  curtailing 
or  deferring  expenses  in  an  effort  to  meet  as  far  as  possible  a  serious 
situation  that  confronted  the  taxpayers  of  the  city  and  county,  due  in 
part  to  automatic  increases  in  cost  and  other  increases  practically  man- 
datory in  nature,  and  in  part  also  to  a  prospective  shrinkage  in  revenue. 

While,  no  doubt,  other  economies  might  have  been  effected  in  reduc- 
tion of  forces,  where  these  might  be  proved  to  be  temporarily  excessive, 
the  Finance  Committee  took  the  point  of  view  that  any  such  curtailment 
would  add  to  unemployment,  and  furthermore,  that  the  new  charter  to 
become  effective  in  seven  months,  offered  the  best  machinery  for  the 
taking  up  of  any  slack  or  excess  employments  wherever  these  might  be 
found. 

The  citizens  and  the  taxpayers  of  the  city  and  county  will  await  with 
much  interest  the  completion  of  the  Assessor's  reports  on  collection  of 
unsecured  property  taxes  and  the  compilation  of  the  assessment  roll  of 
real  property  and  improvements,  both  of  which  factors  must  be  known 
before  it  can  be  estimated  with  any  degree  of  certainty  whether  the 
retrenchment  efforts  of  the  Finance  Committee,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  civic  organizations  will  result  in  a  decreased  tax-rate,  or  whether,  in 
spite  of  these,  the  tax-rate  must  be  increased. 
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San  Francisco's  Bonded  Debt  Status 

The  Board  of  Supervisors'  Finance  Committee  report  accompanying 
the  budget  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  1931-32,  estimates  that  the  total  manda- 
tory expenditure  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  will  be  $11,548,264. 
This  is  based  on  a  total  outstanding  bonded  debt  of  $152,597,300,  as  of 
July  2,  1931.  Nearly  half  of  the  debt  charges  will  be  met  by  non-tax 
revenues  and  funds,  according  to  the  Finance  Committee's  report,  as 
follows: 

San  Francisco  Water  Department  (for  Spring  Valley  purchase  bonds)....  $2,775^,000 

Pipeline  rentals  (Hetch  Hetchy  Aqueduct,  San  Francisco  Bay  Division)  250,000 

Premium  on  sale  of  bonds 700,000 

Hetch   Hetchy   depreciation    fund 100,000 

Hetch  Hetchy  power  revenue 1,500,000 

County  Road  Fund  (state  license  and  weight  tax  subvention) 243,264 

Total  from  funds  other  than  taxes $5,548,264 

By  the  use  of  the  foregoing  funds  and  revenues,  the  amount  of  debt 
charges  included  in  the  budget,  and  to  be  raised  by  taxes,  is  reduced  to 
$6,000,000.  This  amount  represents  a  $475,000  increase  over  the  amount 
carried  in  the  budget  appropriation  for  debt  charges  for  the  current  fiscal 
year,  1930-31,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  $5,548,264  of  non-tax  revenues 
applied  to  debt  charges  includes  $1,043,264  of  "new"  revenue — premium 
on  bonds,  Hetch  Hetchy  depreciation  fund  and  County  Road  Fund  rev- 
enues— which  were  not  used  for  this  purpose  in  the  current  year. 

Present  Status  of  San  Francisco's  Bonded  Debt 

The  total  outstanding  bonded  debt  on  July  2,  1931,  will  be  $152,- 
597,300.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $14,868,900  since  July  2,  1930— 
the  excess  of  sales  over  redemptions  during  the  year.  Sales  during  the 
year  have  reduced  the  balance  of  unsold  bonds  to  $9,106,000.  The  detail 
of  all  bond  issues  is  shown  in  the  accompanying  table. 

New  bond  issues  authorized  during  the  fiscal  year  by  the  voters  totaled 
$3,350,000 — a  new  county  jail  in  San  Mateo  County,  $850,000,  none  of 
which  have  been  sold,  and  $2,500,000  for  unemployment  relief,  $2,- 
100,000  of  which  have  been  sold.  The  latter  issue  is  made  up  of  $1,400,000 
for  parks  and  squares,  $200,000  for  playgrounds,  and  $900,000  for  boule- 
vards and  streets. 

Net  Debt  Under  the  Charter 

The  charter  provides  for  a  bonded  debt  limit  of  12  per  cent  of  the 
assessed  valuation  of  all  real  and  personal  property  in  the  city  and  county 
subject  to  taxation  for  city  and  county  purposes,  exclusive  of  bonds  issued 
for  water  purposes  and  for  the  Panama-Pacific  Exposition  of  1915. 

The  1930  assessment  roll  of  all  real  and  personal  property  totaled  over 
$1,303,000,000.  The  12  per  cent  charter  debt  limit  on  this  basis  would 
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BONDED  DEBT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Year 


Issue  and  Rate 


Outstanding 

July  2,  1931  Year  of 
Original           (also  present          Annual        Final  Re- 
Authorization   unsold  bonds*)  Redemption  deniption 


1.  General  Bonds  Included  Within  12  per  cent  Charter  Limit 


1904 

1904 

1904 
1904 

1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 

1910 
1910 

1910 

1912 

1913 
1913 


Park  and  Presidio 

Extension   31/2%   •   •   $  330,000 

Library    31/2% 1,647,000 

Mission  Park   3 1/2%   .   .  293,000 


Playground   3'/2% 


741,000 


Fire   Protection    5%    .   .  5,200,000 

Hall  of  Justice  5%  .   .   .  1,000,000 

Hospital   5% 2,000,000 

School  5% 5,000,000 

Sewer   5% 4,000,000 


106,600 

(478,300   ^ 

I   56,000*j 

94,900 

240,500 

3,120,000 


Polytechnic  H.S.  41/2% 
Geary   St.   Ry.   41/2%   , 

Market  St.  Ry.  4^2%   • 

City  Hall  and  C.  C.  5% 

Hospital-Jail  4!/2% 
Municipal  Ry.  5% 


1918  School   4!/2% 

School   5%   . 
Relief  Home 


1923 
1923 

1927 
1927 

1927 


5% 


Memorial  Hall  41/2% 
Bernal  Cut  4^2%    •   ■ 

Boulevard  41/2%  •   ■   • 

1929  Hospital   41/2%     •  •  • 

1929   Sewer  41/2% 

1931   County  Jail  4^2%   •   • 
1931   Unemployment  4j/2% 


600,000 
1,900,000 

120,000 

8,800,000 

1,700,000 
3.500,000 

3,500,000 

12,000,000 
2,000,000 

4,000,000 
1,400,000 

9,380,000 

3,500,000 

2,200,000 

850,000 

2,500,000 


100,000 
1,400,000 
2,300,000 

150,000 
285.000 
(18,000   ( 
I    1,000*J 
5,800,000 

100,000 
2,200,000 

1,925,000 

10,800,000 
1,600,000 

4,000,000 
1,400,000 
(8,034,000   ( 
)l, 344,000*] 
(1,725,000  1 
(1,775,000-] 
(1,520,000  \ 
I    680,000*] 
850,000* 
]2,100,000   ) 
\    400,000*1 


8,200 

41,100 

7,300 
18,500 

130,000 
50,000 
100,000 
200,000 
100,000 

25,000 
95,000 

5,000 

200,000 

100,000 
100,000 


300,000 
100,000 

(1932) 
(1932) 

(1932) 

(1934) 

(1934) 
(1936) 
(1936) 


Total $78,161,000 


]$49,497,300  )  $,  n„  ,00 
($  5,106,000*1  *i''^^lUU 


1944 

1944 

1944 
1944 

1955 
1931 
1932 
1938 
1954 

1937 
1934 

1934 

1960 

1932 
1952 


175,000   1942 


1967 
1947 

1951 
1951 

1951 

1953 

1955 
1952 
1961 


II.  Exposition  and  Water  Bonds,  Excluded  From   12  per  cent  Limit 


1910 
1912 
1925 

1928 
1928 


Water   4/2% $45,000,000 

Exposition    5%    ....        5,000,000 
Hetch  Hetchy  5%   .   .      10,000,000 


Hetch  Hetchy  4|/2% 
Spring  Valley  4j/2% 


24,000,000 
41,000,000 


$33,000,000 
1,600,000 
9,500,000 

520,000,000   ( 

I   4,000,000*] 

39,000,000 

($103,100,000 


$1,000,000 
200,000 
250,000 

(1938) 
1,000,000 

$2,450,000 


1964 
1939 
1969 

1977 
1970 


T°tal $125,000,000   .3     4,000,000*j 

GRAND  TOTAL  .  .  $203,161,000  |$^^9'io6  000*[   $^,205, 100 


be  about  $156,360,000.  The  net  debt  under  the  charter  12  per  cent  Hmit, 
including  $5,106,000  unsold,  amounts  to  $54,603,300.  The  leeway  for  new 
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debt  J  after  deducting  outstanding  and  unsold  bonds  within  the  1 2  per  cent 
limit,  would  be  $101,756,700. 

Although  this  may  represent  the  total  legal  debt  leeway,  and  has 
been  so  held  by  the  City  Attorney,  the  Bureau  has  contended  that  that 
portion  of  the  assessment  roll  made  up  of  solvent  credits  and  foreign 
securities  (securities  of  corporations  outside  of  California),  amounting 
to  about  $500,000,000,  should  not  be  used  to  determine  the  debt  limit. 
This  contention  is  based  on  the  fact  that  the  method  of  assessment  and 
taxation  on  solvent  credits  and  foreign  securities  has  been  materially 
changed  by  State  law,  since  the  adoption  of  the  12  per  cent  debt  limit 
provisions  of  the  charter.  By  such  change  the  assessment  of  each  was 
fixed  at  the  full  100  per  cent  of  value;  other  property  is  taxed  at  50  per 
cent,  40  per  cent  or  less  of  fair  value.  By  such  change  the  tax-rate  was 
fixed  at  10  cents  and  20  cents,  respectively,  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation; 
all  other  assessed  values  are  taxed  at  the  current  city  and  county  rate, 
which,  for  1930-31,  was  $4.04  per  $100  assessed  value. 

The  change  in  State  law  has  automatically  doubled  this  portion  of 
the  assessment  roll,  if  used  as  a  basis  for  calculating  the  city's  bonded 
debt  limit,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  State-wide  fixed  rate  of  taxation 
does  not  permit  the  city  to  levy  additional  taxes  on  such  property  in 
order  to  meet  additional  debt  charges.  Because  of  these  facts,  the  Bureau 
has  contended  that  this  property  is  not  ''subject  to  taxation  for  city  and 
county  purposes"  within  the  meaning  of  that  phrase,  when  the  12  per 
cent  debt  limit  amendment  was  voted  by  the  people  in   1926. 

If  the  assessed  value  of  solvent  credits  and  foreign  securities  are 
deducted  the  1930  assessment  roll  would  be  reduced  to  approximately 
$800,000,000.  This  property  is  taxable  at  the  city  (uid  county  rate  for  city 
and  county  purposes  and  is  subject  to  any  additional  taxation  that  may  be 
required  for  new  bonded  debts.  It  seems  to  be  reasonable,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  intent  of  the  voters  in  amending  the  charter  debt  limit 
provisions,  to  consider  the  total  12  per  cent  bonded  debt  limit  on  the 
latter  basis,  which  would  allow  a  total  bonded  debt  of  $96,000,000.  The 
leeivay  for  new  debt  on  July  2,  using  this  basis,  would  be  about  $41,- 
400,000. 

"Net  Debt"  from  the  Taxpaying  Viewpoint 

The  true  measure  of  the  taxpayers'  bonded  debt  burden  is  the  total 
debt  that  is  not  self-supporting  and  on  which  the  interest  and  redemption 
must  be  met  by  taxation.  On  July  2,  1931,  the  total  of  revenue  supported 
bonds  outstanding  is  estimated  as  $71,028,000. 

This  figure  includes  the  entire  issue  of  $39,000,000  Spring  Valley 
Water  Company  purchase  bonds  outstanding  July  2;  the  revenues  of  the 
project  carry  the  $2,775,000  of  debt  charges  on  the  purchase  bonds. 
Revenues  from  the  Hctch  Hetchy  project,  as  estimated  by  the  Finance 
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Committee,  include  power,  $1,5'00,000;  rental  on  Bay  Division  pipeline, 
$250,000;  and  Depreciation  Fund,  $100,000— a  total  of  $1,850,000.  At 
4]/2  per  cent  interest,  and  lYi  per  cent  a  year  for  redemption,  this  sum 
will  equal  the  debt  charges  on  $26,428,000  of  the  $62,500,000  of  Hetch 
Hetchy  water  construction  bonds  outstanding  on  July  2nd. 

The  State  motor  vehicle  subvention  (County  Road  Fund),  of  which 
$243,264  is  applied  to  Boulevard  bond  interest— no  redemption  charges 
until  1932 — is  equivalent  to  the  interest  on  $5,400,000  of  these  bonds. 

Until  last  year,  the  Municipal  Railway  bonds,  of  which  there  are 
three  issues  totaling  $2,503,000  outstanding  on  July  2,  were  included  as 
self'supporting,  as  Railway  debt  charges  were  paid  from  Railway  revenues. 
Although  street  railway  revenues  have  been  insufficient  to  meet  all 
charges  since  1926,  bond  interest  and  redemption  charges  were  paid  at 
the  expense,  largely,  of  the  depreciation  reserve.  For  1931-32,  however, 
all  Railway  debt  charges  will  have  to  be  paid  from  taxes. 

Of  the  total  debt  of  $151,597,300,  the  "'taxpayers'  net  debt",  exclusive 
of  revenue  supported  bonds,  will  total  $81,596,300,  as  of  July  2,  1931. 
Tax  levies  are  largely  required  to  pay  debt  charges  on  this  total.  This 
year,  as  indicated  by  the  tabulation  on  page  26,  bond  premiums  are 
available  which  the  Finance  Committee  proposes  to  use  to  keep  down 
the  tax-rate  for  debt  charges.  There  is  no  assurance  that  such  non-tax 
funds  will  be  available  again  or  in  any  such  large  amounts.  The  amount 
of  bond  interest  and  redemption  to  be  borne  by  taxes  in  the  future, 
therefore,  may  easily  be  very  much  higher  than  the  amount  provided  in 
the  budget  for  the  coming  iiscal  year,  apart  from  any  consideration  of 
possible  increases  in  total  debt  charges. 

Growth  of  the  City's  Bonded  Debt 

Estimates  have  been  made  for  the  next  ten-year  period  of  annual 
interest  and  redemption  charges  and  outstanding  bonded  debt  for  each 
year,  based  on  the  issues  now  authorised.  Practically  all  authori2;ed  bonds 
now  unsold  will  be  sold  during  1931-32  and  1932-33,  so  that  the  out- 
standing bonded  debt  will  be  at  its  highest  for  issues  already  authori2;ed 
during  these  years.  Debt  charges  will  also  be  at  their  ''peak"  at  this  time, 
will  then  gradually  drop  until  1938,  at  which  time  they  will  increase,  and 
then  start  down  again.  Redemption  of  eight  of  the  more  recent  issues, 
which  has  not  yet  started,  although  partially  offset  by  the  final  redemp- 
tion of  six  other  issues,  will  increase  the  annual  rate  of  redemption, 
shown  as  $4,205,100  in  the  preceding  bond-issue  tabulation,  to  over 
$5,500,000  in  1938. 

During  the  past  four  years  the  total  of  bonds  outstanding  has  in- 
creased from  $81,697,200  on  July  2,  1927,  to  the  $152,597,300  shown  in 
the  preceding  statement.  The  increase  in  bond  interest  and  redemption 
charges  has  been  equally  striking.  Bond  interest  and  redemption  amounted 
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to  approximately  $6,550,000  in  1927,  as  compared  with  $11,548,264  for 
the  next  fiscal  year,  1931-32.  Reducing  these  figures  to  total  debt  charges 
borne  by  taxes,  by  deducting  all  non-tax  revenues  applied  to  debt,  leaves 
about  $4,200,000  in  1927-28,  and  $6,000,000  in  1931-32,  or  an  increase  of 
about  43  per  cent. 

The  assessed  value  of  real  estate  and  improvements  is  shown  in  com- 
parison with  the  above  figures  showing  growth  in  the  city's  debt.  This 
class  of  property  bears  about  five-sixths  of  the  tax  burden  for  debt 
charges.  Also,  during  this  period,  the  taxation  and  assessment  of  solvent 
credits  and  foreign  securities  were  changed  and  therefore  the  relative 
amounts  of  these  classes  of  property  are  of  no  value  for  comparative 
purposes. 

The  assessed  value  of  real  estate  and  improvements  was  $658,753,000 
in  1927  and  $695,129,000  in  1930.  It  will  probably  be  lower  for  1931. 
This  portion  of  the  assessment  roll,  which  pays  about  five-sixths  of  the 
city  and  county  tax  levy,  increased  5.5  per  cent  since  1927,  in  comparison 
with  an  85.4  per  cent  increase  in  the  outstanding  bonded  debt.  In  1927, 
outstanding  tax-supported  bonds  amounted  to  7.5  per  cent  of  the  assessed 
value  of  real  estate  and  improvements  and  to  12.3  per  cent  on  July  2,  1931. 

Comparative  Debt — San  Francisco  and  Other  Large  Cities 

The  following  table  is  derived  from  a  compilation  by  the  Detroit 
Bureau  of  Governmental  Research,  showing  the  bonded  debt  of  257  cities, 
as  of  January  1,  1931.  The  gross,  net  and  per  capital  debts  of  San  Fran- 
cisco and  the  ten  larger  and  six  next  smaller  cities  (exclusive  of  Wash- 
ington, D.  C,  which  has  no  debt)  are  given  below.  These  are  arranged 
in  order  of  per  capita  debt,  exclusive  of  sinking  funds  and  self-supporting 
debt: 

_     .  .  Debt 


City                              Population 

Gross 

Net 

Per  Capita 

Philadelphia 
New   York 
Baltimore,   Md. 

3 

1 

.        8 

.$     596,895,600 

1,993,378,572 

183,915,679 

$    403,976,635 

1,116,899,034 

123,153,158 

$207.07 
161.15 
153.01 

Newark,  N.   J.       .     . 
Detroit          .... 
New  Orleans    .     .     . 

.      18 

4 

.     16 

96,626,385 
322,654,301 
105,782,000 

62,228,136 

215,364,806 

61,953,611 

140.68 
137.29 
135.04 

Cincinnati  .... 
Buffalo          .... 
SAN   FRANCISCO 

17 
13 
11 

117,823,603 

91,100,683 

141,379,400 

55,774,349 
70,715,250 
74,939,400 

123.62 
123.40 
118.13 

Pittsburgh,  Pa.       .     . 
Cleveland           .      .      . 
Chicago        .... 

10 
6 

2 

86,389,909 
145,483,009 
319,544,002 

72,298,483 

96,606,760 

319,544,002 

107.93 

101.74 

94.64 

Minneapolis 

Boston           .... 

Milwaukee 

15 
9 

12 

53,067,248 

150,767,101 

48,806,607 

42,171,908 
66,082,363 
44,963,450 

90.82 
84.59 
77.76 

Los  Angeles     .... 
St.   Louis 

5 
7 

201,771,648 
74,033,000 

91,852,698 
52,301,398 

74.19 
63.63 
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The  Detroit  Bureau's  report  shows  that  the  "weighted  average"  net 
debt,  for  the  13  cities  over  500,000  population,  is  $132.02  per  capita,  and, 
excluding  New  York,  $117.48  per  capita.  The  San  Francisco  per  capita  is 
$118.13  as  shown,  slightly  above  this  weighted  average.  For  the  eleven 
cities,  excluding  Washington,  of  from  300,000  to  500,000  population,  the 
report  shows  a  weighted  average  net  debt  of  $103.88  per  capita. 

Long  Term  Bond  Issues 

The  unduly  long  term  of  many  of  the  bond  issues  authorized  in  the 
past  and  still  outstanding  has  added  over  $10,000,000,  in  the  form  of 
interest,  to  the  taxpayers'  costs  of  projects  financed  by  bonds.  Bonds 
issued  at  various  times  in  the  past  for  redemption  as  far  ahead  as  48 
years  into  the  future,  especially  bonds  for  capital  expenditures  that  are 
''recurring"  in  their  nature,  are  not  only  costly  but  have  put  an  unfair 
burden  on  the  future,  which  has  had  and  will  have  to  arrange  also  for 
the  current  financing  of  the  same  sort  of  projects. 

The  four  bond  issues  of  1904  for  Hbrary,  parks  and  playgrounds 
totaled  $3,011,000.  These  were  40'year  bonds  at  3^  per  cent  .Twenty 
year  bonds  would  have  been  ample.  These  would  have  saved  $1,053,640 
in  interest  charges  and  would  have  been  retired  in  1924 — prior  to  and 
since  which  time  the  taxpayers  in  their  annual  tax  rates  have  currently 
financed  miUions  of  dollars  of  park  and  playground  development. 

In  1908,  the  $3,000,000  Hall  of  Justice  and  Hospital  bonds  were 
issued  on  a  24'year,  20'year  instalment  basis.  The  $5,000,000  School 
bonds,  5  per  cent,  were  extended  to  30  years,  25'year  redemption.  Twenty 
year  bonds  would  have  been  ample  and  would  have  saved  $625,000 
interest.  The  $5,200,000  Fire  Protection  and  $4,000,000  Sewer  bonds, 
both  5  per  cent,  were  extended  to  46  years,  40-year  redemption.  Twenty 
five  year  bonds  would  have  been  ample  for  these  and  would  have  saved 
$3,450,000  in  interest  charges. 

Of  the  1908  40'year,  5  per  cent  Sewer  bonds,  $2,300,000  are  now 
outstanding.  Another  sewer  bond  issue  of  practically  the  same  amount 
was  voted  twenty-one  years  later — in  1929 — $2,200,000,  26-year  bonds, 
22-year  redemption,  AYi  per  cent.  The  later  issue  will  be  retired  in  1955, 
one  year  after  the  final  retirement  of  the  1908  issue.  During  the  next 
twenty-four  years  the  same  group  of  taxpayers  will  pay  approximately 
$1,260,000  in  interest  on  the  1929  bonds  until  they  are  retired,  and  also 
about  $1,380,000  in  interest  on  the  balance  of  the  1908  bonds  until 
these  are  retired. 

School  bonds  were  limited  to  thirty,  twenty-seven  and  twenty-four 
years,  respectively,  until  the  1923  $12,000,000,  5  per  cent  issue.  These 
were  extended  to  44  years,  40-year  redemption.  The  pay-as-you-go  prin- 
ciple was  rejected  as  an  alternative  to  the  bond  issue,  as  was  the  proposal 
that  the  bonds  be  limited  to  twenty  years.  Had  the  same  basis  of  the 
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1918  school  bonds  been  used — 24'year  life,  20'year  redemption — the  tax' 
payers'  saving  in  interest  charges  would  have  totaled  $6,000,000. 

The  longest  terms  in  recent  issues,  except  for  Hetch  Hctchy  and 
Spring  Valley  bonds,  are  for  the  three  unemployment  reHef  bond  issues 
of  1931— $1,400,000,  $900,000  and  $200,000,  respectively— each  of  which 
is  for  30  years,  2  5 -year  redemption.  In  consideration  of  the  main  purpose 
of  such  bonds,  the  type  of  work  to  be  done  and  the  amount  of  the  issues, 
a  shorter  term  might  well  have  been  fixed. 

All  other  bond  issues  approved  subsequent  to  1923  have  been  fixed 
at  shorter  terms  than  the  various  long-term  issues  heretofore  outlined. 
Bonds  for  the  County  Jail  are  for  21  years,  17'year  redemption;  1927 
and  1929  Hospital,  War  Memorial,  Bernal  Cut  and  Boulevard  bond  issues 
are  for  24  years,  20'year  redemption,  and  1929  Sewer  bonds  are  for  26 
years,  22'year  redemption. 

Trend  Toward  "Pay-As-You-Go"  Principle 

The  general  trend  in  the  city's  financing  during  the  last  eight  years 
has  been  more  and  more  toward  the  practical  application  of  the  "pay-as- 
you-go"  principle.  This  has  been  outlined  in  the  foregoing  relative  to  bond 
issues.  It  is  to  be  noted  also  in  the  city's  annual  budget  appropriations. 

The  School  Board  forced  the  application  of  the  pay-as-you-go  plan 
for  school  construction.  The  refusal  of  the  voters  to  authori2ie  various 
bond  issue  proposals  has  forced  the  application  of  the  same  principle 
relative  to  park,  playground,  airport  and  other  developmental  programs. 

The  new  charter  should  have  the  effect  of  fostering  and  expediting 
the  application  of  the  pay-as-you-go  principle  in  municipal  finance.  Cen- 
tralization and  coordination,  and,  thereby,  responsibility  for  planning,  is 
provided  by  its  executive-budget  provisions  and  also  the  provisions  estab- 
lishing a  chief  administrative  officer  over  certain  of  the  departments. 
Minimum,  instead  of  maximum,  tax-rates  are  provided  for  parks,  play- 
grounds and  libraries,  respectively,  which,  within  limitations  of  sound 
financing  and  consideration  of  the  tax  burden,  should  foster  the  orderly 
development  of  each  out  of  current  revenues.  The  provision  for  a  tax' 
collection  reserve  or  revolving  fund  should  expedite  the  application  of 
pay-as-you-go  plans.  It  should  also  obviate  the  necessity  of  proposing 
bond  issues  to  the  people  to  finance  a  specified  project  and,  additionally, 
to  make  large  sums  available  in  the  treasury  for  temporary  use  in  paying 
current  bills  during  the  several  months  in  each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the 
receipt  of  taxes. 
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Emergency  V^ater^  Supply  Measures  And 

Their  Cost 

Action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  Monday,  July  27,  in  approving 
the  so-called  Corral  Hollow  emergency  pipeline  connection,  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  bringing  Hetch  Hetchy  water  into  San  Francisco  by  next  June,  is 
expected  to  end  the  danger  of  a  water  shortage  with  which  San  Francisco 
has  been  threatened.  The  Supervisors,  by  a  vote  of  16  to  1,  directed  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  to  prepare  plans  and  specifications  and  to  secure 
bids  on  this  pipeline.  It  will  be  25.9  miles  in  length,  with  an  estimated 
capacity  of  45  million  gallons  per  day.  The  initial  cost  is  estimated  as 
$1,850,000. 

First  Water-Shortage  Relief  Measures 

Various  problems  growing  out  of  an  impending  water  shortage  have 
engaged  the  attention  of  city  oificials  for  the  last  year  and  a  half.  During 
the  twenty 'two  months  from  May  1,  1928,  when  the  Spring  Valley 
purchase  bonds  were  voted,  to  March  3,  1930,  when  the  city  took  over 
the  properties,  deficient  rainfall  conditions  and  an  increased  use  of  water 
had  resulted  in  a  considerable  lowering  in  the  amount  of  water  in  storage 
in  the  Spring  Valley  lakes — from  31  billion  to  12  billion  gallons.  To 
conserve  the  water  in  storage,  the  Spring  Valley  Company,  at  the  request 
of  the  City  Engineer,  started  work  on  the  Sunset  Wells,  estimated  to 
produce  about  6  million  gallons  per  day.  This  work  was  completed  under 
city  operation  on  October  24,  1930,  at  a  cost  of  about  $200,000. 

Work  was  also  started  by  the  Company  and  subsequently  carried  on 
by  the  city  on  the  upper  Alameda  tunnel  to  develop  additional  water 
supply  sources  for  the  Calaveras  Reservoir.  This  will  cost  approximately 
$1,040,000  (Company,  $340,000;  City,  $700,000)  when  completed  next 
December.  Under  normal  rainfall  conditions,  this  will  add  about  13  m.g.d. 
to  the  capacity  of  the  system. 

When  the  budget  of  the  Water  Department  for  the  fiscal  year  1930-31 
was  under  consideration  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  on  September 
8,  in  connection  with  the  1930-31  tax-rate,  the  use  of  $400,000  of  water 
revenues  for  reduction  in  the  tax-rate,  as  opposed  to  using  this  to  reduce 
water  rates,  was  discussed  at  length.  The  Manager  of  the  Water  Depart- 
ment, in  answer  to  questions,  stated  that  the  cost  of  emergency  measures 
that  might  be  necessary  to  avert  a  water  shortage  would  probably  absorb 
any  such  surplus  funds.  He  stated  that  no  estimates  of  the  cost  of  any 
such  emergency  work  had  been  included  in  his  proposed  budget,  as  sur- 
veys of  possible  sources,  which  he  urgently  recommended,  would  be 
required  before  any  such  estimates  could  be  made. 
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1930  Survey  of  Water  Resources 

As  a  result  of  the  discussion,  a  resolution  was  introduced  on  Sep- 
tember 8  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Public  Utilities  Committee,  designating 
a  committee  of  nine — the  Mayor,  the  Chairmen  of  the  Finance  and  the 
Public  Utilities  Committees,  two  Supervisors  at  large,  a  member  of  the 
Board  of  Pubhc  Works,  the  City  Engineer,  the  City  Attorney  and  the 
Manager  of  the  Water  Department — to  investigate  the  probability  of  the 
shortage  of  water  pending  the  completion  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  project 
and  to  investigate  probable  available  sources  of  additional  water  in  the 
event  of  an  imminent  shortage,  together  with  the  cost  thereof. 

The  Committee's  report  was  submitted  on  September  29.  It  used  the 
estimate  of  the  City  Engineer  that  the  Hetch  Hetchy  project  would  be 
completed  in  July,  1933.  (Now  estimated  as  January,  1934.)  The  report 
stated  that  on  the  basis  of  average  rainfall  conditions  during  the  past 
twelve  years,  a  deficiency  was  indicated  of  over  lYi  billion  gallons  during 
1931.  It  was  stated  that  the  deficiency  would  be  increased  if  the  1930-31 
rainfall  should  amount  to  less  than  the  average,  and  in  the  event  that  the 
rainfall  should  be  as  low  as  that  of  the  dryest  year,  1924,  the  deficiency 
would  amount  to  nearly  17  billion  gallons.  The  report  likewise  stated  that 
a  conservative  estimate  indicated  that  there  would  be  only  5  billion  gal' 
Ions,  equivalent  to  ninety  days'  supply,  in  storage  in  the  city's  reservoirs 
on  January  1,  1931. 

The  report  recommended  the  immediate  development  of  an  additional 
supply  of  20  million  gallons  daily,  or  7  1/3  billion  gallons  per  year.  It 
stated  that  this  quantity  would  be  sufficient  to  take  care  of  the  situation, 
unless  the  rainfall  conditions  of  the  two  worst  years  during  the  preceding 
twelve-year  period  should  prevail  during  the  coming  two  years,  in  which 
case  a  supply  of  30  m.  g.  d.  would  be  required. 

Additional  Water  from  East  Bay  District 

The  report  stated  that  there  were  only  two  available  sources  for  the 
production  of  additional  water — within  the  time  available — -one,  pumping 
from  the  San  Joaquin  River,  and  the  other,  tieing  into  the  supply  of  the 
East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District.  The  San  Joaquin  proposal  was  out- 
lined as  involving  22  miles  of  pipe  to  carry  the  water  from  east  of  Tracy 
to  Altamont  Pass,  at  which  point  it  would  be  released  to  flow  dov/n 
natural  channels  to  Sunol,  where  it  would  be  picked  up  in  the  Water 
Department  system.  It  was  estimated  that  the  project  would  involve  an 
initial  investment  of  $3,100,000  and  that  interest,  pumping,  operation  and 
maintenance  charges  during  the  two  and  one-half  years  until  the  Hetch 
Hetchy  tunnels  would  be  completed  would  total  $1,400,000. 

The  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  project  was  stated  as  involving 
twelve  and  one-half  miles  of  pipe  from  San  Lorenzo  to  tht  city's  system 
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at  Newark.  It  was  estimated  that  the  construction  cost  of  this  project 
would  amount  to  $1,096,000,  plus  an  additional  $292,500  payment  to 
the  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District,  during  the  life  of  the  contract, 
for  standby  service  and  certain  necessary  changes  in  its  system  and  that 
operation  and  interest  charges  and  the  cost  of  water  at  4  cents  per  100 
cubic  feet,  assuming  average  conditions,  would  total  $488,500  during  the 
two  and  onchalf  year  period  pending  the  completion  of  Hetch  Hetchy. 
The  report  included  a  recommendation  in  favor  of  connection  with  the 
East  Bay  Utility  District. 

After  lengthy  discussions  and  hearings,  the  Supervisors,  on  October 
14,  passed  two  ordinances  authorizing  contracts  for  the  East  Bay  con' 
struction,  estimated  at  $1,096,000,  and  authorizing  a  contract  with  the 
East  Bay  Utility  District  for  20  million  gallons  of  water  daily  for  a  period 
of  three  years  for  the  sum  of  $292,500,  plus  4  cents  per  100  cubic  feet 
of  water  furnished.  (A  subsequent  resolution  authorized  a  contract  cover- 
ing up  to  30  m.  g.  d.,  as  a  "'peak"  supply,  but  not  to  exceed  an  average  of 
20  m.  g.  d.  per  year.)  At  the  same  time  the  Board  authorized  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  committee  of  five  Supervisors  to  check  the  findings  and  conclu- 
sions in  the  report  and  appropriated  $1000  to  this  committee  for  necessary 
investigation  work. 

Alternative  Altamont  Pass  Proposal  Rejected 

On  November  3,  the  proposed  contract  with  the  East  Bay  Utility 
District  was  presented  to  the  Board.  This  was  opposed  on  the  ground 
that  it  should  not  be  entered  into,  pending  receipt  of  a  report  from  the 
special  Supervisors'  committee.  However,  a  resolution  requesting  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  to  defer  entering  into  such  contract  pending  the 
report  of  the  Supervisors'  committee  was  defeated.  On  November  18  and 
25,  the  Supervisors  made  two  appropriations  totaling  $1,096,000  to  cover 
the  cost  of  the  East  Bay  connection.  Work  was  started  on  November  26; 
the  connection  was  completed  and  began  turning  water  into  the  San 
Francisco  system  on  February  22,  1931. 

On  November  17  and  18,  a  report  submitted  by  the  chairman  of  the 
special  Supervisors'  committee  was  discussed  and  voted  down.  This 
agreed  with  the  report  of  the  previous  committee  of  nine  that  a  serious 
water  shortage  was  impending  and  that  existing  water  supplies  should 
be  supplemented  within  not  more  than  six  months.  This  report,  how- 
ever, recommended  the  construction  of  a  pipeline  from  Tesla  Portal, 
over  Altamont  Pass,  to  Sunol,  in  lieu  of  purchase  of  water  from  the  East 
Bay  District.  In  the  discussion  of  this  plan  it  was  pointed  out  that  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  pipeline  to  Tesla  Portal  would  have  to  be  constructed, 
requiring  a  year  and  a  half,  and  therefore,  the  project  could  not  be  com- 
pleted in  time.  The  City  Engineer  reported  adversely  on  the  cost  of  the 
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project.  He  also  opposed  the  proposal,  if  the  project  should  be  adopted, 
to  suspend  operation  on  the  Coast  Range  tunnels,  estimating  that  it  would 
cost  $3000  a  day  for  labor  alone  to  keep  the  tunnels  open. 

1931   Conditions  Necessitate  Additional  Supply 

As  previously  stated,  the  additional  East  Bay  supply,  averaging  20 
million  gallons  per  day,  had  been  recommended  as  adequate,  if  average 
rainfall  conditions  during  the  preceding  twelve  years  should  be  main' 
tained,  pending  the  completion  of  Hetch  Hetchy.  In  March,  near  the  end 
of  the  1930-31  rainfall  season,  it  was  found  that  the  total  rainfall  was  only 
slightly  better  than  that  of  1924,  the  worst  year  of  record,  and  had  not 
increased  the  amount  of  water  storage  in  the  city's  reservoirs.  In  view 
of  this,  the  Water  Department,  on  the  basis  of  authority  previously 
granted,  arranged  for  the  "peak"  delivery  of  30  m.  g.  d.  from  the  East 
Bay  District. 

Also,  on  March  23,  the  Mayor  recommended  to  the  Supervisors  that 
steps  be  taken  immediately  toward  the  construction  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  pipeline,  estimated  by  the  City  Engineer  to  cost  approximately 
$7,000,000.  The  Board  of  Public  Works  was  authorized  to  prepare  plans 
and  specifications  and  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  work.  When  bids 
were  received,  the  cost  was  found  to  be  materially  lower  than  the  esti' 
mates,  due,  it  is  stated,  to  a  sharp  drop  in  the  price  of  steel.  On  June  1, 
the  Supervisors  appropriated  $4,136,479  to  cover  the  contract,  plus 
$285,000  for  engineering  and  extras. 

On  May  25,  the  Mayor  advised  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  the 
deficient  rainfall  had  resulted  in  a  decrease  in  storage  from  approximately 
6|/2  billion  gallons  on  January  1,  1931,  to  about  5  1/3  billion  gallons  on 
March  16,  despite  the  supply  of  20  to  30  million  gallons  per  day  received 
from  the  East  Bay  Utility  District  since  February  22.  He  urged  that  steps 
be  taken  for  the  immediate  construction  of  a  pipeline  over  the  Coast 
Range,  as  an  emergency  connection  with  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  line, 
this  to  be  completed  not  later  than  June,  1932,  the  estimated  date  of  com- 
pletion of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  pipeline. 

Accordingly,  on  June  1,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  directed  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  to  prepare  plans  and  specifications  for  a  pipeline  from 
Tesla  Portal,  the  western  end  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  Hne,  to  Sunol, 
and  to  report  on  any  alternative  routes  and  on  the  capacity  of  the  pipe 
required. 

Corral  Hollow  Route,  45  M.  G.  D.  Capacity,  Recommended 

Subsequently,  the  Manager  of  the  Water  Department  recommended 
to  the  Public  Utilities  Committee  that  a  capacity  of  45  m.  g.  d.  would  be 
ample  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  water  situation,  and,  together  with  water 
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from  other  cityowned  Alameda  sources,  would  represent  the  maximum 
amount  of  water  that  could  be  carried  by  the  Bay  crossing  pipes. 

On  July  20,  the  City  Engineer's  report  on  the  emergency  pipeline 
was  received.  This  recommended  that  the  line  have  a  capacity  of  45  m.g.d. 
It  included  estimates  and  cost  of  operation  for  two  alternative  routes, 
one  via  Altamont  Pass  from  Tesla  to  Sunol,  and  one  via  Corral  Hollow 
from  Thomas  Shaft  to  Sunol.  This  was  referred  to  the  Joint  Public 
Utilities  and  Finance  Committees. 

The  Joint  Committees  were  unanimous  in  recommending  a  pipeline 
with  a  capacity  of  45  m.  g.  d.;  the  Supervisors  approved  such  recom- 
mendation by  a  vote  of  16  to  1.  One  member,  in  a  minority  report,  urged 
the  Altamont  Pass  route  in  lieu  of  the  Corral  Hollow  route,  but  when  the 
Altamont  Pass  route  was  voted  down  by  the  Board,  14  to  3,  he  joined 
in  voting  for  the  Corral  Hollow  route. 

Comparative  Data,  Corral  Hollow  and  Altamont  Pass  Routes 

The  several  elements  of  cost  as  compiled  from  the  City  Engineer's 
estimates  for  the  two  routes  are  as  follows: 

Corral  Altamont 

Hollow  Pass 

Length     25.9  miles         39.8  miles 

Construction  cost,  complete  $1,850,000       $2,840,000 

Less   estimated   salvage 630,000*        1,190,000* 

$1,220,000       $1,650,000 

Annual   operating   cost $    421,000t     $     152,000t 

Annual  interest  78,600  120,700 

Total  operating  cost $    499,600       $    272,700 

Estimated  capital  and  operating  cost,  one  year's  operation. .$1,719, 600*      $1,922,700* 
Additional  six  months"  interest  and  operation 249,800  136,350 

Total  capital  and  operating  cost,  one  and  onchalf  year's 

operation $1,969,400*      $2,059,050* 

Total  capital  and  operating  cost,  two  years'  operation $2,219,200*      $2,195,400* 

Total  capital  and  operating  cost,  two  and  one-half  years' 

operation    $2,469,000*      $2,331,750* 

*Salvage  value  probably  would  be  not  realized  for  a  period  of  years,  in  which  case 
the  salvage  values  should  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  interest  charges  during 
the  period  that  the  pipe  would  be  held  awaiting  re-use. 

■{"Pumping  costs  will  be  offset  by  discontinuance  of  Pulgas  pumping  to  Crystal 
Springs,  from  $80,000  to  $120,000  per  year. 

The  minority  member  of  the  Joint  Committees,  in  opposing  the  Corral 
Hollow  route,  stated  that  he  did  not  subscribe  to  the  City  Engineer's 
estimates  that  the  Coast  Range  tunnels  would  be  completed  by  January, 
1934;  that  the  emergency  pipeline  would  be  in  operation  for  at  least  two 
and  one-half  years;  that  on  that  basis  the  high  pumping  costs  on  the 
Corral  Hollow  route  would  more  than  overcome  the  $1,000,000  differential 
in  capital  cost  for  this  route;  that  although  the  Corral  Hollow  route 
would  mean  a  smaller  expenditure  out  of  bond  funds,  it  would  require 
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the  use  of  a  larger  sum  for  operating  expenses  out  of  Water  Department 
revenue  than  would  the  Altamont  Pass  route,  and  that  this  would  have 
the  effect  of  postponing  possible  reduction  in  water  rates. 

The  Manager  of  the  Water  Department,  however,  stated  that,  on  the 
basis  of  the  City  Engineer's  estimate  of  the  time  of  completion  of  the 
Coast  Range  tunnels,  the  emergency  connection  would  be  needed  for 
only  one  and  one-half  years  after  the  completion  of  the  San  Joaquin 
pipeline,  that  is,  from  June,  1932,  to  January  1,  1934;  that  as  soon  as  the 
Coast  Range  tunnels  are  in  service,  there  would  be  no  use  for  either 
pipeline,  as  the  water  can  be  delivered  through  the  tunnels  by  gravity 
much  cheaper  than  it  can  be  pumped;  that  under  present  water  storage 
conditions,  with  normal  rainfall,  the  pipeline  might  be  operated  to  capacity 
for  only  one  year,  which  would  increase  storage  in  the  Spring  Valley 
lakes  by  at  least  16  billion  gallons,  and  that  thereafter  the  water  might 
have  to  be  pumped  through  the  pipeline  only  from  one-fourth  to  one-third 
of  the  time,  or  at  one-fourth  to  one-third  of  its  capacity,  which  would 
materially  reduce  the  estimated  operating  cost  for  the  Corral  Hollow 
route.  He  advised  the  Board  that  in  his  judgment  the  Corral  Hollow  route 
is  the  better  route  in  consideration  of  low  first  cost  and  the  probable 
limited  use  of  the  line. 

After  thorough  discussion  of  the  subject,  the  Supervisors  directed 
the  Board  of  Public  Works  to  prepare  necessary  plans  and  specifications 
and  to  advertise  for  bids.  The  City  Engineer  estimates  that  bids  can  be 
called  for  in  October  and  that  the  pipeline  can  be  finished  well  in  advance 
of  the  completion  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  pipeline  next  June. 

Estimated  Cost  to  City  of  Emergency  Water  Supply  Measures 

It  is  estimated  that  the  cost  to  the  city  in  funds  already  spent  and 
estimated  to  be  spent,  due  to  the  deficient  rainfall  conditions  of  the  last 
three  winters,  will  amount  to  more  than  $5,500,000.  The  details  of  this 
estimate  of  cost  are  shown  in  the  following  table.  Costs  for  the  upper 
Alameda  tunnel  and  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  pipeline,  referred  to  in  the 
preceding  text,  are  not  included  here.  These  projects  are  essential  parts 
of  the  city's  water  system  and  their  costs  are  not  additional  or  extra  costs 
solely  to  meet  the  emergency  created  by  the  water  shortage. 

The  estimates  of  operating  costs  are  based  on:  (1)  The  discontinu' 
ance  of  the  East  Bay  supply  when  the  Corral  Hollow  hne  is  completed 
and  placed  in  operation.  This  is  estimated  as  June,  1932.  For  convenience, 
July  1,  1932,  the  start  of  the  next  fiscal  year,  is  used.  (2)  Continuous 
pumping  through  the  Corral  Hollow  line  for  one  year,  and  operation  at 
one-third  capacity  thereafter.  (3)  The  discontinuance  of  Corral  Hollow 
and  Sunset  Wells  operation  at  the  end  of  1933,  on  the  completion  of  the 
Coast  Range  tunnels. 
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Estimates  of  interest  charges  are  based  on:  (1)  An  average  of  one-half 
of  each  total  cost  during  the  construction  period.  (2)  The  assumption 
that  the  Newark-San  Lorenzo  line,  although  originally  constructed  to 
meet  an  emergency,  under  a  plan  contemplating  the  removal  of  the  pipe 
and  its  re-use  on  the  Hetch  Hetchy  project,  ■will  be  left  in  place  as  a 
permanent  standby  connection.  (3)  The  assumption  that  the  Corral 
Hollow  line  will  be  taken  up,  on  the  completion  of  the  Coast  Range 
tunnels,  and  re-used  in  the  Water  Department,  over  a  period  fixed,  for 
the  purpose  of  these  estimates,  at  five  years. 

ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  EMERGENCY  WATER-SUPPLY 

MEASURES 

Hetch 
Hetchy 
Bond  Funds 

1.  Sunset  Wells 

(a)  Construction   cost  

(b)  Operation,    10/24/30  to   6/30/31 

(c)  Operation,  7/1/30  to  1/1/34 

2.  East  Bay-Newark-San  Lorenzo  Line 

(a)  Construction    cost  $1,096,000 

(b)  Utility  District  changes  and  stand-by 

(c)  Water,  2/22/31  to  6/30/31 

(d)  Water.  7/1/31  to  6/30/32 

(e)  Pumping.  2/22/31  to  6/30/31 

(f)  Pumping,  7/1/31  to  6/30/32 

3.  Corral  Hollow 

(a)  Construction   cost  $1,850,000 

(b)  Operation.  7/1/32  to  6/30/33 

(c)  Operation,  7/1/33  to  12/31/33  (1/3)        

4.  Bond   Interest 

(a)  East  Bay  Connection,  during  constrc'n        

(b)  East  Bay  Connection, 

2/22/31   to  6/30/32 

(c)  East  Bay  Connection, 

7/1/32  to   12/31/33    (not  used) 

(d)  Corral   Hollow,  during  construction 

(e)  Corral  Hollow,  7/1/32  to  12/31/33 


Water 
Department 
Revenues 

$    200,000 

Taxes 

40,260 

150,000 

292.500 
131.784 
487,000 

15.616 

79.685 

421,000 

70.167 

$     8,200 

66,580 

73,980 

24.280 

124,875 

$1,888,012 

$297,915 

Sub-Totals $2,946,000 

5-A  Less  Salvage,  $630,000.  after  interest 
charges  of  $70,800.  assuming  that  it  re- 
quires five  years  to  put  the  26  miles  of 
pipe  to  re-use  in  the  Water  Dept ( — 5  59,200) 

6-A  Additional  Interest,  during  40-year  life  of 
bonds,  assuming  that  Newark-San  Lo- 
renzo line,  being  in  place,  is  left  as  a 
permanent  stand-by  ser\-ice 986,400 


Total $2,946,000       $2.3 1 5.21 2       $297,91 5 

GRAND  TOTAL $5,559,127 
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Tax-Rate,  Unemployment  Relief  and 
$3,500,000  School  Bond  Issue 

The  $3,500,000  school  bond  issue  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  effort  of  the 
Supervisors'  Unemployment  Relief  and  Finance  Committees  to  find  funds 
whereby  the  $350,000  budget  appropriation  for  unemployment  relief  could 
be  materially  increased,  without  increasing  last  year's  tax'rate  of  $4.04  per 
$100  of  assessed  valuation. 

A  brief  discussion  of  these  details  is  necessary  as  a  preliminary  to 
discussion  of  the  proposed  school  bond  issue.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau, 
no  more  searching  and  exhaustive  analysis  of  city  funds  has  been  made 
in  connection  with  the  fixing  of  an  annual  tax-rate  than  was  made  this 
year  by  the  Finance  and  the  Unemployment  Relief  Committees  during  the 
several  weeks  that  they  worked  on  the  problem. 

The  following  Table  A  shows  briefly  the  total  budget  appropriations, 
official  estimates  of  offsetting  revenues  and  the  net  amounts  to  be  levied 
to  finance  the  budgets  as  adopted,  after  taking  account  of  these  normal 
revenues.  This  shows  that  a  tax-rate  of  $4.06  per  $100  was  indicated, 
before  these  committees  undertook  their  task  of  building  up  the  appro- 
priation for  unemployment  relief  and  establishing  the  tax-rate. 

TABLE  A 

1931-32  TAX-RATE  ANALYSIS,  BASED  ON  BUDGETS, 

AS  ADOPTED 

OflScial 
Total  Budget      Estimate  of     Amount  to 
Appropriations      Revenue  be  Levied 

Total  budget  appropriation 

1.  For  general  purposes  and  bond  re- 

quirements    (including    $350,000 

for  unemployment  relief)   .     .     .     $32,253,246     $   8,484,833      $23,768,413 

2.  For  schools 11,060,787  1,990,000  9,070,787 

3.  TOTAL $43,314,033      $10,474,833  $32,839,200 

4.  Less  "Assessor's  Collections"      3,429,007         

5.  Net  total  to  be  levied 29,410,193 

6.  Assessment  value,  real  and  personal 

property       724,886,3  50 

7.  Required  tax-rate  per  $100    $4.06 

The  almost  unanimous  testimony  during  the  official  hearings  on  the 
subject,  as  presented  by  a  number  of  organisations  representing  practically 
all  interests  and  sections  of  the  city,  was  to  the  effect  that  a  large  increase 
in  taxation  to  take  care  of  large  additional  appropriations  for  unemploy- 
ment relief  could  not  be  borne,  due  to  the  business  conditions  of  the  past 
two  years,  and,  if  imposed  by  the  Supervisors,  would  probably  add  to  the 
unemployment  relief  problem  by  overburdening  to  the  point  of  break- 
down many  small  taxpayers  who,  even  now,  are  hardly  in  position  to  meet 
all  of  their  bills.  Because  of  this  practical  unanimity  in  public  opinion,  the 
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Supervisors'  committees,  early  in  their  deliberations,  maintained  the  policy 
that  additional  funds  for  unemployment  relief  would  have  to  be  provided 
without  increase  in  the  taxTate. 

The  Bureau  cooperated  in  every  way  with  the  Supervisors'  committees 
and  realized  the  great  difficulties  of  the  problem.  Early  in  the  committees' 
deliberations,  the  problem  was  complicated  by  information  indicating  a 
decrease  of  $730,000  in  revenue  from  Hetch  Hetchy  power  below  the 
amount  estimated  when  the  budget  was  prepared — this  due  to  the  sub' 
normal  rainfall  conditions  of  the  winter  and  spring.  All  reserve  funds 
that  could  be  made  available  to  meet  the  emergency  needs  for  relief  were 
used.  The  utili2;ation  of  certain  of  these,  such  for  instance  as  part  of  the 


TABLE   B 

1931-32  TAX-RATE  ANALYSIS 

Based  on  budgets,  as  modified  by  ^1,430,000  loss  of  revenue,  ^472,000  mandatory 
and  other  increases  in  expenditures,  and  ^350,000  increase  in  unemployment  relief 

Tax  Levy  Necessary 

Based  on  Increases       Decreases 

Budgets      Over  Amounts  or  "Offsets" 
as  Adopted         Budgeted       to  Budgets 
(Col.  1)  (Col.  2)  (Col.  3) 


1 

Tax  levy  based  on  budgets  as  adopted 
Net  delinquent  tax  collections     .      .      . 
Increases  voted  by  Legislature 
Emergency   increases    (statutory)      .      . 
Emergency  increases.  Health,  Works,  etc 
Decreased  rev'ue,  Hetch  Hetchy  power 
Loss   of    revenue,    premiums    on    bond 
sales        

$29,410,193 

^ 

$100,000 

32,000 

240,000 

200,000 

730,000 

700,000 

3 

4 

•) 

6 

7. 

8. 

Use   of   part   of   Hetch   Hetchy   power 
depreciation   fund 

Refund  for  Hetch  Hetchy  power  used 
on    construction 

Refund,   1925  Women's  C'ty  Jail  Fund 

Interest  on   East   Bay  line,  Water   De- 
partment funds 

Water    Department    surplus,    excess    to 
General   Fund    (Charter)    .... 

Increased  misc.  revenue  estimates     . 

Estimated  revenue,  delinquent  collect's 

Elimination,   school   building   approp'n 

Postponement,  teachers'  back  pay   . 

Non-filling  of  vacated  positions  . 

Totals 

$283,000 

9. 

405,000 

10 

73,263 

11. 

50,000 

12. 

273,000 

13 

50,630 

1  4 

50,000 

1  "i 

834,532 

16 

350,000 

1  7 

100,000 

$29,410,193 
2,002,000 

$2,002,000 

=  $3,993  tax'i 
=   0.048  tax'i 

$2,469,425 

18. 

Mandatory  increases  in  tax  levy  (Col.  2) 

Offsetting  revs,  and  decreases  (Col.  3) 

Necessary  tax  levy  and  rate   .... 
Additional   for  unemployment  relief 
($700,000    total) 

Total  Tax  Levy  and  Rate     .... 

19. 

20. 
21. 

$31,412,193 
2,469,425 

$28,942,768= 

350,000  = 

ate  required 
ate  required 

22. 

$29,292,768  = 

=  $4.04    tax-rate 
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Hetch  Hetchy  power  depreciation  fund,  would  not  be  considered  under 
normal  financial  conditions  and  could  be  justified  only  because  of  the 
emergency.  After  examining  and  re-examining  the  possibilities  involved, 
some  $2,400,000  of  such  available  funds,  increased  revenues  and  budget 
cuts  was  accumulated.  This  indicated  that  approximately  $1,400,000  could 
be  raised  for  unemployment  relief. 

However,  just  as  the  committees'  work  was  closed,  it  was  found  that 
the  sum  of  $700,000  of  premiums  on  bond  sales — -considered  as  revenue 
when  the  budget  was  established,  on  the  basis  of  a  former  city  attorney's 
opinion — could  not  be  used  bfecause  of  a  technical  provision  of  the  charter 
which  had  been  construed  in  a  recent  court  action  based  on  a  similar 
provision  in  the  Oakland  city  charter. 

The  foregoing  Table  B  shows  the  several  items,  totaHng  $2,002,000, 
of  loss  of  revenue  and  increased  expenditure  which  would  have  had  to  be 
financed  by  the  tax-rate,  over  and  above  the  budgets  as  adopted  last  June; 
also  the  details  of  the  $2,469,425  reserve  funds,  additional  revenues  and 
budget  cuts,  accumulated  as  a  result  of  the  action  of  the  Supervisors' 
committees  in  their  search  for  funds  for  unemployment  relief;  and  in 
addition,  the  tax-rate  analysis  showing  how  the  additional  $350,000  was 
appropriated  for  unemployment  relief  (a  total  of  $700,000)  without  in- 
crease in  the  $4.04  tax-rate  of  last  year. 

Analysis  of  the  figures  in  the  foregoing  two  tables  indicates  that  the 
work  of  the  committees  resulted  in  offsetting  a  mandatory  increase  in 
taxation  that  would  have  approximated  29  cents  per  $100  assessed  valua- 
tion; also,  that  this  work  produced  $700,000  for  unemployment  relief 
without  increasing  the  tax-rate. 

School  Building  Fund 

One  of  the  items  eliminated  from  the  budget  was  an  appropriation 
for  school  building  construction  amounting  to  $834,532.  This  was  the 
remainder  of  an  original  appropriation  of  $1,040,000  for  this  purpose, 
which  had  already  been  cut  by  about  $700,000  by  the  Board  of  Education 
in  its  effort  to  cooperate  in  keeping  down  the  tax-rate.  In  heu  of  the 
elimination  of  this  appropriation  and  the  cessation  of  school  construction 
for  one  year,  it  was  proposed  that  a  bond  issue  of  $5,000,000  to  cover 
construction  for  this  year  and  two  successive  years  be  submitted  to  the 
people.  This  was  ultimately  reduced  by  the  Board  of  Education  to 
$3,500,000  to  cover  a  two-year  construction  program. 

Since  1917  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  has  strenuously 
urged  and  supported  the  pay-as-you-go  program  for  school  construction. 
When  the  1924  school  bond  issue  was  adopted,  the  Board  of  Education 
made  clear  that  this  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  catching  up  on  the 
school  building  needs  of  the  city,  and  the  future  financing  of  necessary 
school  buildings  would  be  on  the  pay-as-you-go  plan. 
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There  can  be  no  disagreement  that  the  pay-as-you-go  plan,  by  the 
elimination  of  interest  charges,  represents  a  cheaper  method  for  school 
construction  than  the  bond  issue  plan. 

The  Bureau  proposed  to  the  Finance  Committee  that  the  bond  issue 
as  proposed — 2  5 -year  bonds  with  no  redemption  for  the  first  five  years — 
be  modified  to  a  basis  of  12-year  bonds  with  no  redemption  during  the 
first  two  years  of  construction.  The  Bureau  regrets  that  this  proposal  was 
not  accepted,  as  it  would  have  produced  a  considerable  reduction  in  the 
total  amount  of  interest  charges  on  the  bonds. 

In  view  of  the  emergencies  created  by  the  necessity  of  providing  for 
unemployment  relief  and  keefing  down  the  tax-rate^  the  alternatives  pre- 
sented to  the  voters  seem  to  be: 

( 1 )  Voting  down  the  proposed  bond  issue,  thus  suspending  school 
construction  for  the  period  of  a  year,  with  the  consequent  piling  up 
of  school  construction  needs,  and  the  practical  certainty  of  an  in- 
crease in  the  tax-rate  next  year  by  th^  necessity  of  including  24  cents 
to  provide  the  riormal  $1,750,000  annual  appropriation  for  school 
building  construction  under  the  pay-as-you-go  plan;  or 

(2)  Approving  the  bond  issue  for  $3,500,000,  in  which  case  the 
Board  of  Education  states  it  will  be  able  to  let  all  contracts  within 
one  year,  or  by  November  1 ,  1932,  thereby  providing  additional  em- 
ployments during  the  next  year;  and,  from  the  taxpayer's  standpoint , 
being  relieved  next  year  of  a  tax-rate  for  school  construction  of  24 
cents  and,  as  a  result  thereof,  being  r\:lieved  of  a  tax-rate  increase 
wlien  business  conditions  may  still  make  this  just  as  difficult  as  the 
t^stim.ony  before  the  Supervisors  indicated  it  to  be  this  year. 

The  ten  schools  included  by  the  Board  of  Education  under  the  two- 
year  building  program,  to  be  financed  by  means  of  the  proposed  bond 
issue,  are  considered  to  represent  necessary  replacements  and  additions  to 
the  San  Francisco  school  system.  Some  of  the  replacement  elements  of  the 
program  have  been  long  deferred  under  the  pay-as-you-go  plan;  these 
will  permit  of  the  abandonment  of  frame  buildings  considered  as  haz' 
ardous  for  school  purposes  and  will  permit  of  the  abandonment,  also,  of 
thirty  or  more  frame  "bungalow"  schoolrooms. 

The  Board  of  Education  has  officially  stated  that,  following  the  com- 
pletion of  the  buildings  listed  for  construction  out  of  the  proposed  bond 
issue,  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  Board  to  resume  the  erection  of  buildings 
on  the  pay-as-you-go  plan  at  the  rate  of  approximately  $1,750,000  yearly. 
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Half  of  Highway  Transportation  Taxes Yes  13 
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6.  War  Veterans'  Tax  Exemption No  14 

7.  Increase  of  Legislative  Expenses No  14 
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9.  School  Funds.    Income  and  Sales' Tax No  15 
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Mutual  Water  Company No  action  16 

11.  Tideland  Grant  to  City  of  Huntington  Beach No  action  16 

12.  Authorizing  City  of  Glendale  to  Pay 

Improvement  Assessments  No  action  16 

13.  Amending  State  Athletic  Commission  Act No  action  16 

14.  Exempting  Vessels  from  Local  Taxation Yes  16 

15.  Deposit  of  Public  Moneys Yes  17 

16.  Tax  Liens  Yes  17 

17.  Preparation  of  City  Charters Yes  17 

18.  Authorizing  Board  of  Supervisors  to  Draft 
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20.  County  Charter  Provisions  for  Nomination  and 

Election  of  Officers Yes  18 
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Proposed  Charter  Amendments  on  l^ovemher  Ballot 

DISCUSSION  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Charter  Amendment  No.  1 
Emergency  Appointments — Disapproved 

This  is  a  proposed  amendment  to  Section  149  of  the  charter.  The 
principal  intent  of  the  amendment  is  to  add  a  new  paragraph  which  wovild 
authorize  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  exempt  from  civil  service  all 
places  of  employment  that  may  be  created  by  special  appropriation  to 
relieve  an  unemployment  emergency  when  any  such  emergency  shall  be 
declared  and  the  period  of  such  emergency  be  fixed  by  three'fourths  vote 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  It  was  stated,  during  the  Supervisors'  hearing 
on  this  proposal,  that  this  change  is  deemed  necessary  in  case  any  future 
appropriations  for  unemployment  relief  are  made  for  the  specific  purpose 
of  providing  employment,  such  as  was  the  case  under  the  1931  $2,500,000 
bond  issues.  However,  the  former  policy  of  attempting  to  provide  un' 
employment  relief  by  voting  bonds  or  appropriating  other  funds  to  pro- 
vide cash  payments  for  part'time  work  for  the  unemployed  has  been  dis' 
carded  by  the  city  in  favor  of  the  present  method;  that  is,  providing  funds 
for  food  or  other  direct  relief  of  the  unemployed,  the  distribution  of  such 
food  or  other  relief  being  tied  in  with  a  work  program  to  the  extent  that 
this  can  be  applied.  There  is  doubt,  therefore,  asl  to  the  need  or  the  de- 
sirability of  the  proposed  provision. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  amendment  rewrites  the  present  Section  149 
of  the  charter.  The  Freeholders,  in  writing  such  Section,  put  an  end  to 
the  old  "emergency  appointment"  system,  under  which  temporary  or 
emergency  appointees  might  be  continued  indefinitely  in  their  positions. 
The  Section,  as  it  now  stands,  limits  emergency  appointments  to  a  period 
not  exceeding  sixty  days  and  provides,  "No  person  shall  be  compensated 
under  any  emergency  appointment  or  appointments  as  authorized  by  this 
Section  for  a  period  exceeding  ninety  days  in  any  fiscal  year,  and  no 
claim  or  warrant  therefor  shall  be  approved,  allowed  or  paid  for  any 
compensation  in  excess  of  such  ninety  days."  The  proposed  amendment 
limits  such  ninety-day  period  of  payment  to  "non-civil  service  emergency 
appointment  or  appointments"  only.  There  is  grave  danger  that  the  term 
"non-civil  service"  may  be  construed  in  connection  with  its  commonly- 
used  meaning,  in  various  other  provisions  of  the  Charter,  as  "exempt  from 
civil  service,"  in  which  case  the  present  ninety-day  limitation  on  payment 
of  emergency  appointees  to  civil  service  positions  would  be  removed. 
Accordingly,  it  is  recommended  that  this  amendment  be  DISAP- 
PROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  2 
Residential  Qualifications  of  Officers  and  Employees — Disapproved 

This  amendment  of  Section  7  of  the  Charter,  as  originally  proposed 
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by  the  Down  Town  Association,  would  provide  that  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  city  shall  continue  to  be  residents  of  the  city  and  county 
during  their  incumbency.  It  also  defines  "resident"  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  this  provision  and  provides  that  no  officer  or  employee  may  live 
outside  the  city  and  county,  unless  authori2;ed  by  the  Director  of  Health 
on  account  of  ill  health  of  said  officer  or  employee,  or  a  member  of  his 
immediate  family.  This  provision  would  be  retroactive  and  might  have 
the  undesirable  effect  of  forfeiting  the  office  or  employment  of  any  person 
who  may  have  in  the  past — in  good  faith  and  perhaps  with  the  approval 
of  his  department  head — located  and  started  purchasing  a  home  in  another 
county. 

The  major  defect  of  the  amendment,  however,  is  found  in  a  last- 
minute  change,  not  originally  included  in  the  Down  Town  Association 
proposal,  which  was  made  when  the  proposal  was  before  the  Supervisors. 
Section  7,  as  it  now  stands,  provides  "that  appointees  whose  duties  are 
performed  outside  the  city  and  county  shall  not  be  subject  to  residence 
requirements  of  this  Section."  This  provision  was  written  in  by  the  Free- 
holders with  specific  reference  to'  former  controversies  over  employments 
on  Hetch  Hetchy.  The  proposed  amendment  provides,  "where  com- 
petent citizens  who  are  residents  of  the  city  and  county  cannot  be  secured 
to  fill  positions  outside  the  city  and  county,  then  non-resident  citizens 
may  be  appointed  to  fill  such  positions."  This  change  would  offer  the 
possibility  of  a  dispute  in  every  case  of  appointment  of  a  person  residing 
near  the  site  of  any  city  construction  work  in  any  other  county,  and 
would  probably  interfere  with  and  delay  Hetch  Hetchy  construction 
work  and  other  construction  work  outside  the  city.  Accordingly,  it  is 
recommended  that  this  amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  3 
Cash  Reserves  and  Temporary  Loans — Approved 

This  proposal  would  amend  Sections  79,  80  and  81  of  the  Charter.  It 
is  deemed  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  temporary  loans  so 
that  the  city's  normal  operating  expenses  may  be  met  during  the  five 
months  from  July  1  to  December  1  in  any  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  receipt 
of  tax  payments.  The  situation  was  met  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
only  by  the  voting  of  $6,500,000  of  Hetch  Hetchy  bonds  last  May  3,  and 
the  immediate  sale  of  a  large  part  of  this  issue  to  create  temporarily  idle 
balances  in  such  Hetch  Hetchy  bond  fund  from  which  the  city  might 
borrow,  prior  to  receipt  of  tax  payments  late  next  month,  to  meet  its  pay- 
rolls and  other  necessary  expenses.  Unless  the  amendment  is  adopted  it 
seems  certain  that  in  the  early  part  of  the  next  fiscal  year  the  city  will  be 
unable  to  provide  sufficient  cash  to  meet  its  current  operating  expenses 
and  will  have  to  defer  payments  until  the  first  instalments  of  taxes  are 
paid,  with  the  resulta:it  serious  effect  on  the  city's  credit. 

The  principal  change  in  Section  79  is  to  eliminate  the  present  pro- 
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vision  that  unexpended  appropriations  or  unappropriated  revenues  shall 
be  paid  into  the  "emergency  reserve  fund"  which  is  created  by  Section  79. 

Such  unexpended  appropriations  or  unappropriated  revenues  are,  by 
the  proposed  change  in  Section  80,  required  to  be  transferred  by  the 
Controller  to  a  "cash  reserve  fund"  until  such  time  as  such  fund  shall 
equal  ten  per  cent  of  the  current  tax  levy  (approximately  $3,250,000), 
after  which  transfers  to  such  fund  shall  be  made  only  on  the  approval  of 
the  Mayor  and  the  authorization  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Necessary 
cuts  to  be  made  by  the  Controller,  the  Mayor  and  other  city  officials  in 
the  budget  appropriations  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  for  the  purpose  of 
wiping  out  the  cash  deficit  of  prior  years,  will  indirectly  accrue  to  such 
cash  reserve  fund  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  delinquent  taxes  and  other  es- 
timated revenues  as  they  are  paid  in  future  fiscal  years  must  be  transferred 
to  the  cash  reserve  fund  by  the  Controller.  Starting  in  the  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  1933-34,  and  continuing  thereafter,  unexpended  appropriations  or 
unappropriated  revenues,  if  not  transferred  to  the  cash  reserve  fund  by 
the  Controller,  or  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Supervisors  as  above  outlined, 
may  be  considered  as  surplus  and  may  be  appropriated  by  the  Super- 
visors, by  means  of  a  supplemental  appropriation  ordinance  at  the  last 
meeting  in  any  month,  in  the  same  manner  as  is  now  provided  by  Section 
80  for  supplemental  appropriations. 

Under  Section  81,  as  proposed  to  be  amended,  the  Supervisors  may 
gradually  build  up  the  cash  reserve  fund  to  a  point  where  it  will  meet  the 
estimated  expenditures  for  the  first  five  months  (the  so-called  "dry" 
period)  of  any  fiscal  year,  less  the  amount  of  any  estimated  revenues  and 
receipts  from  non-tax  sources  during  the  same  period.  On  the  basis  of 
the  city's  present  rate  of  expenditures  and  revenues,  this  would  provide 
a  maximum  of  $6,000,000  as  a  cash  reserve  fund.  The  amendment  pro- 
vides that  such  fund  may  be  used  only  for  paying  necessary  expenditures 
of  the  city  during  the  so-called  dry  period  prior  to  the  receipt  of  tax  pay- 
ments, or  for  the  payment  in  any  fiscal  year  of  legal  budgeted  expendi- 
tures in  anticipation  of  the  collection,  after  the  close  of  such  fiscal  year,  of 
legally  budgeted    and  collectible  taxes  and  other  revenues. 

Section  81  is  also  amended  to  conform  in  general  with  Article  IV, 
Section  3 1  of  the  State  Constitution,  under  which  the  city  is  now  operat- 
ing, and  which  authorizes  and  directs  the  Treasurer  to  make  temporary 
transfers  or  loans  of  idle  unencumbered  balances  in  any  fund  in  his 
custody.  Such  transfers  or  loans  are  to  be  made  only  for  specified  periods. 
If  made  during  the  first  half  of  any  fiscal  year,  they  must  be  repaid  prior  to 
January  1  of  said  year,  and  if  made  during  the  second  half  of  any  fiscal 
year,  must  be  repaid  prior  to  May  1 5  of  the  same  year. 

The  major  provision  of  the  proposed  amendment  is  found  in  the  last 
paragraph  of  Section  81.  It  is  provided  that  when  cash  funds  needed  for 
the  immediate  requirements  of  the  city  in  any  year  cannot  be  made  avail- 
able, either  out  of  the  cash  reserve  fund  or  by  temporary  transfers  or 
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loans  as  previously  outlined,  the  Supervisors,  on  the  recommendation  of 
the  Controller  and  the  Mayor,  are  empowered  by  ordinance  to  borrow 
funds  on  notes  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  25  per  cent  of  the  estimated  tax  receipts  of  any  year  (on  present 
basis,  approximately  $8,000,000).  Such  notes  shall  be  offered  at  pubHc 
sale,  after  public  advertising  thereof,  to  the  bidder  bidding  the  lowest 
rate  of  interest,  with  the  proviso  that  the  interest  rate  shall  not  exceed 
6  per  cent  per  annum.  It  is  specified  that  the  repayment  of  any  sum  so 
borrowed  shall  constitute  a  first  lien  and  charge  against  tax  collections; 
also,  that  funds  so  borrowed  prior  to  December  3 1  in  any  fiscal  year  shall 
be  repaid  not  later  than  that  date,  and  funds  borrowed  after  December 
3 1  shall  be  repaid  not  later  than  May  1 5  in  the  same  fiscal  year. 

The  provisions  of  the  proposed  amendment  have  been  fully  safe 
guarded.  The  defects  of  borrowing  provisions  of  various  eastern  com' 
munities  have  been  carefully  avoided.  The  principal  defect  in  these  other 
jurisdictions  has  been  found  to  be  the  power  to  "float"  such  borrowings 
over  from  one  year  to  another.  This,  as  outlined  in  the  foregoing,  has 
been  definitely  guarded  against  and  no  loan  that  is  made  under  the  pro- 
visions  of  this  Section  may  be  extended  beyond  the  end  of  the  half  of  the 
fiscal  year  during  which  such  loan  is  made. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  amendment,  an  adequate  "cash 
reserve""  fund  can  be  built  up  over  a  period  of  years,  so  that  the  city  may 
operate  on  the  cash  basis  required  by  the  new  Charter.  In  view  of  this 
fact,  and  the  further  fact  that  unless  this  amendment  is  adopted,  the  city 
will  be  unable  to  pay  its  bills!  in  the  early  part  of  the  next  fiscal  year,  the 
Bureau  recommends  that  this  amendment  be  APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  4 
Loans  Payable  Solely  from  Water  Revenue — Approved  as  Limited 

In  general,  the  Bureau  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  principle  of  revenue 
bond  financing  and  is  likewise  opposed  to  a  lowering  or  a  modification  of 
the  present  strict  requirements  that  are  placed  around  the  financing  of  ex' 
penditures  in  excess  of  current  revenues  by  the  bonded  debt  provisions 
of  the  State  Constitution  and  the  city  charter.  It  believes  that  any  use, 
however  limited  and  restricted,  of  that  method  of  financing  can  be  justi- 
fied only  if  an  established  situation  clearly  warrants  same.  The  Bureau 
approves  this  proposed  amendment,  but  it  approves  only  because  of  the 
confidence  it  has  in  the  statements  of  the  Manager  of  Utilities  as  to  the 
present  emergency  requirements  of  the  Water  Department  and  because 
of  the  realization  that  no  other  alternative  and  assured  source  is  available 
to  meet  the  emergency,  and  consequently  these  emergency  requirements 
need  the  financing  authorized  by  the  amendment;  and  because  the  author- 
ization,  to  borrow  is  definitely  limited  to  five  years  and  the  amount  to  be 
borrowed  definitely  limited  to  $5,000,000. 
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General  Provisions  of  Amendment 

This  proposed  amendment  would  authorize  loans  totaling  in  all  not 
to  exceed  $5,000,000  for  Water  Department  improvements,  extensions, 
repairs  or  reconstruction,  such  loans  to  be  repaidi  solely  from  Water  De- 
partment revenues.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  is  prohibited  from  levying 
any  tax,  or  appropriating  any  funds  other  than  such  Water  Department 
revenues,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  interest  or  redemption  on  any  such 
loan.  Likewise,  it  is  specifically  provided  that  while  any  such  loan  is  out' 
standing.  Water  Department  rates  and  service  charges  must  be  main- 
tained  at  amounts  sufficient  to  pay  all  interest  and  redemption  charges  on 
such  loans,  in  addition  to  all  prior  charges.  The  proposed  amendment 
and  the  authorization  to  make  such  loans  would  expire  in  five  years,  or 
early  in  1938. 

The  procedure  for  making  any  such  loan  would  be  as  follows:  A 
detailed  report  must  be  submitted  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  by 
the  Manager  of  Utilities,  showing  estimated  cost  of  the  proposed  improve- 
ment,  any  savings  or  increased  earnings  to  be  effected  thereby,  the  period 
for  which  the  proposed  loan  would  be  made,  the  gross  income  together 
with  all  expenses  of  the  Water  Department  during  such  period,  and  the 
net  revenue  of  the  Water  Department  available  for  the  payment  of  in- 
terest and  principal  of  the  proposed  loan  during  such  period.  If  the  pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission  favors  the  proposal,  it  shall  submit  the  Manager's 
report  and  all  other  pertinent  data  to  the  City  and  County  Controller  for 
checking.  If  the  Controller's  check  indicates  that  the  cost  of  the  im- 
provement will  not  exceed  75  per  cent  of  the  Water  Department  net 
revenues  during  the  period  for  which  the  loan  is  to  be  made,  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  on  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by 
ordinance  enacted  by  two-thirds  vote  (and  subject  to  veto  by  the  Mayor) , 
may  proceed  to  borrow  the  required  amount. 

Loans  are  limited  to  a  maximum  period  of  twelve  years,  but  may  be 
made  for  shorter  periods.  Notes  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness  for 
such  loans  must  be  sold  at  not  less  than  par  to  the  highest  and  best  bidder 
after  five  days  advertising  of  such  sale.  The  interest  rate  on  any  such 
loan  shall  not  exceed  6  per  cent.  Interest  during  construction  and  for  six 
months  thereafter  may  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  loan.  The 
proceeds  of  any  loan  must  be  paid  into  the  city  treasury  and  disbursed 
as  provided  by  the  charter  for  all  other  city  funds. 

Any  such  loan  may  be  payable  as  a  whole  or  in  instalments,  as  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  may  by  resolution  provide.  The  Bureau 
deems  this  provision  to  be  a  weakness,  and  if  the  amendment  is  adopted, 
will  urge  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  provide  for  the  payment 
of  any  such  loan  in  equal  annual  instalments  during  the  period  of  the 
loan. 

The  amendment  as  drawn  is,  as  stated,  limited  to  needed  Water  De- 
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partment  construction  and  reconstruction.  It  is  limited  also  as  to  time, 
five  years,  and  as  to  amount,  $5,000,000.  It  is  further  safeguarded  by 
limiting  borrowing  to  projects  that  can  repay  such  loans  out  of  increased 
earnings  or  savings  that  each  such  project  produces,  or  out  of  net  revenues 
of  the  Water  Department.  During  the  twelvc'year  period  within  which 
the  $5,000,000  total  authorized  borrowing  must  be  repaid,  it  is  estimated  by 
the  Bureau  that,  at  existing  rates,  the  net  revenues  of  the  Water  Depart- 
ment will  be  at  least  $24,700,000. 

Necessity  for  Amendment 

The  amendment  is  urged  by  the  Manager  of  Utilities  as  the  only 
feasible  immediate  method  of  providing  funds  to  finance  the  most  urgent 
Items  in  a  construction  and  reconstruction  program  that  totals  over 
$10,600,000.  The  details  of  this  program,  as  outlined  in  the  1930-31  re- 
port of  the  Water  Department  are  as  follows: 

Transbay  pipeline  $  2,840,000 

Crystal  Springs  pipeline 2,419,000 

Balboa  Reservoir  1,800,000 

University  Mound  Reservoir  extension 1,000,000 

Calaveras  pipeline   (Calaveras  Dam  to  E.  Portal,  Ala. — Irv.  Portal) 540,000 

Lake    Honda  Reservoir   extension 500,000 

Secondary  feeder  mains,  San  Francisco 390,000 

Additions  to  distribution  system  (in  addition  to  "normal  extensions")....  360,000 

University  Mound  pipeline  (construction  of  first  sections  under  way)....  273,000 

Crystal  Springs-San  Andreas  Aqueduct,  pump  station  and  pipeline 190,000 

College  Hill  pipeline  (new  main,  College  Hill  reservoir,  along  Guerrero 

Street  to  Market^ — thence  to  Buchanan  and  OTarrell) 140,000 

Central  Pumps  Reservoir 1 20,000 

Pumping   Plant,   Irvington 40,000 

Pilarcitos  Spillway  — 30,000 


Total $10,646,000 

The  Manager  of  Utilities  stresses  the  immediate  necessity  of  various 
items  of  this  program  for  the  purpose  of  (1)  increasing  the  transmission 
pipeline  capacity  into  San  Francisco  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  our  water 
consumption  within  two  years  will  exceed  the  amount  of  water  that  can 
be  brought  into  the  city  daily;  (2)  enabling  the  city  to  bring  in  sufficient 
water  in  excess  of  our  average  daily  consumption  that  will  permit  the 
Water  Department  to  develop  the  San  Mateo  County  market  and  thereby 
materially  increase  the  revenues  of  the  department;  (3)  producing  operat- 
ing economies;  (4)  increasing  storage  capacity  within  the  city  and  county 
limits,  present  storage  being  stated  as  available  for  only  one  and  one-half 
days'  supply;,  (5)  replacing  old  mains  which,  by  reason  of  major  failure 
due  to  age,  may  seriously  curtail  the  city's  daily  water  supply;  and  (6) 
increasing  transmission  pipeline  capacity  to  the  industrial  districts  whose 
water  consumption  now  equals  the  maximum  carrying  capacity  of  present 
pipelines. 

It  was  stated  as  the  unanimous  opinion  of  all  city  officials  and  citizens 
consulted  in  the  matter  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  secure  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  people  on  a  tax-secured  bond  issue  for  some  time  to  come — 
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NOVEMBER  BALLOT  PROPOSITIONS 
SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Charter  Amendments 

Recom' 
No.  mendation 

1.  Emergency  Appointments  No 

2.  Residential  Qualifications  of  Officers  and  Employees       No 

3.  Cash  Reserves  and  Temporary  Loans Yes 

4.  Loans  Payable  Solely  from  Water  Revenue Yes 

5.  Civil  Service  Positions  and  Exemptions Yes 

Ordinance 

— .     Refuse  Collection  and  Disposal  Ordinance Yes 

State  Measures 

1.  Wright  Act  Repeal No  action 

2.  State   Liquor   Regulation No  action 

3.  Foreclosure  of  Mortgages  and  Trust  Deeds No  action 

4.  Removing  Restriction  upon  Uses  of  State's  Half  of 

Highway  Transportation  Taxes Yes 

5.  Racing    No  action 

6.  War  Veterans'  Tax  Exemption No 

7.  Increase  of  Legislative  Expenses No 

8.  Initiative    and   Referendum Yes 

9.  School  Funds.   Income  and  Sales  Tax No 

10.  Authori2;ing  City  of  Escondido  to  Hold  Stock  in 

Mutual  Water   Company No  action 

11.  Tideland  Grant  to  City  of  Huntington  Beach No  action 

12.  Authorizing  City  of  Glendale  to  Pay  Improvement 

Assessments  No  action 

13.  Amending  State  Athletic  Commission  Act No  action 

14.  Exempting  Vessels  from  Local  Taxation Yes 

1  5.     Deposit  of  Public  Moneys Yes 

16.  Tax  Liens  Yes 

17.  Preparation  of  City  Charters Yes 

18.  Authorizing  Board  of  Supervisors  to  Draft  County 

Charters    No 

19.  City  Charter  Provisions  for  Nomination  and  Election 

of  Officers  Yes 

20.  County  Charter  Provisions  for  Nomination  and 

Election  of  Officers Yes 
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this  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  although  the  $6,500,000  bond  issue  voted 
last  May  3  was  solely  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
project,  the  voters  as  a  whole  have,  the  impression  that  it  represented  the 
last  major  element  of  financing  all  water  needs  for  some  time  tO'  come. 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  various  elements  on  the  Water  Depart- 
ment construction  and  reconstruction  program  and  the  expected  inability 
to  secure  a  favorable  vote  on  tax'secured  bonds  for  this  purpose,  the 
limited  borrowing  measure  incorporated  in  the  proposed  amendment  was 
deemed  to  represent  the  only  solution  of  the  problem. 

All  will  agree  that  if  tax-secured  bonds  could  be  authorized  by  the 
necessary  two-thirds  vote,  this  method,  together  with  the  use  of  a  proper 
proportion  of  annual  net  revenues,  would  represent  the  most  desirable 
method  of  financing  the  Water  Department  program. 

Water  Department  Estimated  Revenues,  1933-34  to  1945-46 

An  analysis  by  the  Bureau  of  the  estimated  net  revenues  of  the  Water 
Department  from  1933-34  to  1945-46,  to  include  the  twelve-year  period 
in  which  loans  made  under  the  proposed  amendment  must  be  redeemed, 
is  shown  in  the  accompanying  table.  Gross  revenues  have  been  very  con- 
servatively estimated  on  the  basis  of  per  capita  use  of  water,  shown  by 
the  trend  from  1910  to  1932.  Operating  expenses,  as  estimated,  are  prob- 
ably higher  than  necessary;  likewise,  estimated  amounts  allowed  for 
normal  annual  extensions  are  estimated  at  a  higher  figure  than  is  required 
by  past  experience.  Bond  interest  and  redemption  figures  are  estimated 
at  actual  requirements. 

The  tabulation  shows  the  amount  of  surplus  available — (1)   for  addi- 

REVENUE  AND  EXPENDITURE  ESTIMATES 
SAN  FRANCISCO  WATER  DEPARTMENT 

Revenue 
Estimate, 

Using 

1910  to 

1931-32 

Trend 

1930  (4   months) $2,034,948 

1930-31  6,761,527 

1931-32  6,645,957 

1932-33  6,743,600 

1933-34  7,003,000 

1934-35  7,181,000 

1935-36  7,360,000 

1936-37  7,538,000 

1937-38  7,717,000 

1938-39  7,895,000 

1939-40  8,074,000 

1940-41  8,252,000 

1941-42  8,431,000 

1942-43  8,609,000 

1943-44  8,788,000 

1944-45  8,966,000 

1945-46  9,144,000 


Surplus  Available 

for  Additions  and 

Betterments, 

General  Fund,  or 

Total 

Interest   and 

Expendi- 

Redemption  on  Loans 

sures. 

Under  Proposed 

Amendment 

$1,450,345 

$     584,603 

5,566,831 

1,194,696 

5,687,274 

958,685 

5,733,203 

1,010,397 

5,841,000 

1,162,000 

5,886,000 

1,295,000 

5,933,000 

1,427,000 

5,975,000 

1,563,000 

6,087,000 

1,630,000 

6,135,000 

1,760,000 

6,183,000 

1,891,000 

6,232,000 

2,020,000 

6,277,000 

2,154,000 

6,329,000 

2,280,000 

6,381,000 

2,407,000 

6,436,000 

2,530,000 

6,485,000 

2,659,000 
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tions  and  betterments,  or  (2)  for  transfer  to  the  General  Fund  for  the 
purpose  of  reducing  the  tax-rate,  or  (3)  for  interest  and  redemption  on 
the  loans  authorized  by  the  amendment — to  range  from  $1,162,000  in 
1933-34  to  $2,659,000  in  1945-46,  assuming  the  continuance  of  the 
present  scale  of  rates  and  charges.  This  is  a  total  for  the  13'year  period 
of  $24,778,000.  On  a  theoretical  assumption  of  rate  reductions  of  5  per 
cent  each  in  the  fiscal  years  1935-36,  1939-40,  1942-43  and  1945-46,  a 
cumulative  reduction  of  20  per  cent  over  the  period,  it  is  estimated  that 
such  surpluses  for  this  13-year  period  will  total  $14,996,000. 

During  the  four  and  one-half  years  of  this  period  that  the  amendment 
will  be  in  force  and  effect,  it  is  estimated  that  such  surplus,  on  the  present 
rate  basis,  will  total  $6,262,000. 

The  annual  surpluses  cannot  be  considered  with  certainty  as  available 
for  use  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  for  additions  and  betterments. 
Under  the  charter  budget  procedure,  first  the  Mayor  and  then  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  may  eliminate  or  decrease  any  item  in  any  departmental 
budget  estimate.  Inasmuch  as  surplus  revenues  of  any  utility  in  excess  of 
25  per  cent  of  operating  expenses  of  the  utility  for  the  preceding  year  are 
automatically  transferred  to  the  General  Fund,  a  continuation  of  the 
policy  of  using  Water  Department  surpluses  for  the  purpose  of  tax  re 
duction  would,  of  course,  leave  little  or  no  funds  available  for  extensions. 
In  1931-32,  approximately  $290,000  of  Water  Department  surplus  was 
transferred  to  the  General  Fund,  and  during  the  current  year,  approxi- 
mately $715,000  of  Water  Department  surplus  will  be  similarly  trans- 
ferred. 

As  stated  above,  it  was  apparently  the  unanimous  opinion  of  those 
consulted  that  tax-secured  bonds  could  not  be  voted  at  this  time.  That 
condition  represents  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  Bureau  in  recom 
mending  that  the  proposed  amendment  be  approved.  Also,  as  outHned 
in  the  foregoing,  paragraphs,  the  fact  that  there  is  no  certainty  as  to  the 
amount  of  net  revenues  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  would  have 
at  its  disposal  in  the  immediate  future  for  additions  and  betterments 
represents  an  additional  major  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  Bureau  in 
recommending  that  the  proposed  amendment  be  approved. 
Summary 

The  amendment  is  opposed  by  the  Municipal  Bond  Dealers'  Associa- 
tion on  the  ground  that  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds  by  other  com- 
munities has  operated  to  the  detriment  of  the  credit  of  those  communities. 
The  Bureau  as  a  matter  of  principle  is  opposed  to  the  issuance  of  revenue 
bonds,  and  if  the  proposed  amendment  was  unlimited,  the  Bureau  would 
have  to  recommend  that  it  be  disapproved.  As  specifically  limited,  how- 
ever,— $5,000,000  as  to  amount  and  the  authorisation  to  expire  after  five 
years — the  Bureau  looks  upon  the  proposed  amendment  as  a  method  of 
emergency  financing  amply  safeguarded  by  available  net  revenues  of  more 
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than  five  times  the  amount  authorized,  and  therefore  believes  that  the  pro- 
posed amendment  can  have  no  injurious  effect  on  the  present  high  credit 
standing  of  San  Francisco. 

All  who  have  been  consulted  are  in  agreement  as  to  the  emergency 
necessity  of  providing  financing  for  the  Water  Department's  extension, 
betterment  and  replacing  program.  Likewise,  all  agree  that  if  such  financ 
ing  could  be  provided  by  a  combination  of  tax-secured  bonds  and  annual 
net  revenues  of  the  Water  Department,  this  would  furnish  the  most  de- 
sirable financial  program.  Under  the  present  circumstances,  where  these 
methods  cannot  be  guaranteed,  the  limited  authorization  of  $5,000,000  of 
borrowing  power  amply  secured  by  revenues  to  pay  all  interest  and  re- 
demption charges  thereon,  apparently  offers  the  only  available  method. 
Therefore,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the  amendment,  as  limited,  be 
APPROVED. 

Charter  Amendment  No.  5 
Civil  Service  Positions  and  Exemptions — Approved 

This  proposed  amendment  to  Section  142  of  the  charter  adds  two 
classes  of  positions  to  be  exempted  from  civil  service  provisions  in  addi- 
tion to  three  classes  now  exempted.  The  additional  exemptions  are  (1) 
persons  employed  on  Hetch  Hetchy  and  other  construction  work  outside 
of  the  city,  who  were  inadvertently  brought  under  civil  service  by  the 
new  charter,  and  (2)  persons  employed  for  expert,  professional,  tem- 
porary services  when  such  positions  are  specifically  exempted  for  a 
definite  period  by  order  of  the  Civil'  Service  Commission. 

While  there  is  some  necessity  for  the  last-named  class  of  exmption, 
there  is  also  the  possibility  of  its  misuse.  However,  the  application  of 
civil  service  conditions  to  Hetch  Hetchy  construction  workers  was  not  in- 
tended and  has  caused  considerable  inconvenience.  Therefore,  it  is  recom- 
mended that  this  amendment  be  APPROVED. 

City  Proposition  No.  6 
Refuse  Collection  and  Disposal  Ordinance — Approved 

This  proposed  ordinance  is  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the  people  as  a 
proposal  to  amend  and  replace  a  similar  ordinance  adopted  by  the  voters 
as  an  initiative  measure  in  1927.  The  principal  points  of  change  in  the 
proposed  ordinance,  as  compared  with  the  1927  initiative  ordinance,  are 
asi  follows: 

(1)  The  term  "refuse,"  which  now  applies  only  to  waste  and  discarded 
materials  from  dwelling  places,  households  and  apartment  houses,  is 
broadened  to  cover  also  waste  and  discarded  materials  from  stores,  busi- 
ness and  all  other  establishments  of  the  city. 

(2)  The  1927  ordinance  provides  that  only  waste  paper  may  be  dis- 
posed of  by  the  person  producing  the  same.     The  proposed  new  ordin- 
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ance  authorizes  the  disposition  of  all  waste  or  refuse  having  a  commercial 
value,  and  specifically  provides  that  if  not  so  disposed  of  and  if  delivered 
to  refuse  collectors,  such  collectors  shall  receive  and  remove  same.  Under 
present  practice,  hotels  and  restaurants,  for  example,  dispose  of  table 
refuse,  it  having  commercial  value  for  hog'feeding,  but  a  serious  situa- 
tion  might  be  created  if,  due  to  economic  changes,  this  waste  material 
could  not  be  sO'  disposed  of  and  if  refuse  collectors  were  not  obligated  to 
remove  this. 

(3)  The  present  ordinance  requires  that  refuse  be  disposed  of  at  the 
San  Francisco  incinerator  (which  has  recently  been  ordered  closed  by  the 
Superior  Court)  and  provides  that  the  charge  for  such  disposal  shall  not 
exceed  a  maximum  of  $1.00  per  ton.  The  proposed  ordinance  increases 
this  maximum  rate  to  $1.50  per  ton,  on  the  claim'  that  mixed  refuse  can- 
not be  disposed  of  by  incineration  at  the  present  $1.00  rate. 

(4)  The  proposed  ordinance  eliminates  a  provision  of  the  present 
ordinance  under  which  the  Supervisors  might  have  authorized  the  dump- 
ing of  refuse  at  sea  as  an  alternative  method  of  disposal. 

(5)  The  proposed  ordinance  continues  the  scale  of  collection  rates 
found  in  the  1927  ordinance,  based  on  number  of  rooms  and  number  of 
collections  per  week,  but  provides  that  the  Supervisors  each  year,  on  the 
basis  of  study  and  recommendation  by  the  Controller,  may,  by  two-thirds 
vote,  revise  any  such  rates,  provided  that  no  such  rate  shall  be  increased. 
The  proposed  ordinance  also  makes  compulsory  the  printing  of  the  rate 
schedule  on  receipts. 

The  provisions  of  the  proposed  ordinance  fall  far  short  of  those 
deemed  necessary  by  the  Bureau  for  the  permanent  improvement  of 
refuse  collected  in  San  Francisco  and  fall  short,  likewise,  of  an  adequate 
scale  of  rates  at  lower  cost  to  householders  that  Bureau  studies  indicate  to 
be  desirable.  However,  the  proposed  ordinance,  although  falling  short  of 
meeting  the  necessities  of  the  situation,  is  considered  an  improvment  over 
the  1927  initiative  ordinance.  It  is  recommended,  therefore,  that  this  be 
APPROVED. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  STATE  MEASURES,  WITH  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Proposition  No.  1 
Wright  Act  Repeal — No  Action 

This  is  an  initiative  measure  to  repeal  the  Wright  Act  which  now 
provides  for  State  enforcement  of  the  United  States  Constitutional  and 
Congressional  prohibition  laws.  As  this  measure  is  regulatory  rather  than 
governmental,  the.  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  2 
State  Liquor  Regulation — No  Action 

This  is  an  initiative  constitutional  amendment  to  provide  for  State 
liquor  regulation,  when  lawful  under  the  Federal  Constitution  and  in  the 
event  of  the  repeal  of  the  Wright  Act.  As  this  measure  is  regulatory 
rather  than  governmental,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  3 
Foreclosure  of  Mortgages  and  Trust  Deeds — No  Action 

This  is  an  initiative  measure,  regulatory  rather  than  governmental  in 
character.    Therefore,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  4 
Removing  Restriction  Upon  Use  of  State's  Half  of  Highway  Transporta- 
tion Taxes — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  would 
eliminate  the  present  requirement  that  the  State's  one-half  of  revenue 
taxes  upon  highway  transportation  companies  be  used  in  the  maintenance 
and  repair  of  public  highways.  The  proposed  amendment  would,  there 
fore,  make  this  revenue  available  for  any  general  fund  purpose.  The 
estimate  of  total  revenue  from  this  source  was  $1,950,000  for  this  bi' 
ennium.  The  State's  one-half,  therefore,  approximates  $500,000  per  year. 
The  State's  portion  of  gasoline  tax,  plate  tax  and  Federal  aid,  all  assigned 
to  highway  purposes,  and  approximating  $30,000,000  a  year,  is  not 
affected  by  this  amendment. 

The  change  is  reported  to  have  been  recommended  by  the  1929 
Legislative  Tax  Committee  upon  the  basis  that  the  tax  is  not  a  tax  upon 
the  use  of  highways,  but  is  essentially  a  franchise  tax,  similar  to  the  taxes 
on  steam  and  electric  transportation  companies,  which  go  to  the  General 
Fund.  State  franchise  taxes  approximate  $49,500,000  per  year  and  are 
unrestricted  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  they  shall  be  expended.  In  that 
the  amendment  does  not  change  the  equal  division  of  the  tax  with  the 
counties,  which  county  portions  are  restricted  to  expenditures  for  high' 
way  purposes,  it  does  not  fully  carry  out  the  principle  expounded  for  its 
adoption. 

Mandatory  constitutional    expenditures    and    the    "ear-marking"   or 
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freezing  of  general  revenues  for  designated  specific  purposes  are  unwise, 
and,  because  of  continuously  changing  economic  conditions,  constitute 
legal  obstacles  to  proper  economies.  The  Bureau  believes  that  many  such 
restrictions  found  in  the  Constitution  and  in  local  charters  should  be  re' 
moved.  The  Bureau  likewise  believes  that  the  revenues  from  this  fran- 
chise tax  should  be  allocated  to  the  general  fund  in  the  same  manner  as 
revenues  from  other  State  franchise  taxes.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended 
that  this  constitutional  amendment  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  5 
Racing — No  Action 

This  is  an  initiative  measure  to  create  a  California  Racing  Board  for 
the  regulation  of  racing  and  wagering,  etc.  Inasmuch  as  the  measure  is 
regulatory  and  non-governmental,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  6 
Veterans'  Tax  Exemption — Disapproved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  extends 
tax  exemption  privileges,  now  given  to  war  veterans  who  left  the  service, 
to  include  veterans,  resident  in  this  State,  who,  after  such  service  in  time 
of  war,  have  continued  in  army,  navy  or  marine  service.  The  exemption 
from  taxation  of  property  is  limited,  as  at  present,  to  $1,000,  provided 
such  veteran  or  his  wife  does  not  own  property  of  the  value  of  $5,000  or 
more. 

The  proponents  of  the  amendment  claim  that  the  amendment  in  force 
is  discriminatory  in  that  veterans  who  follow  military  or  naval  vocations 
are  denied  an  exemption  given  veterans  following  other  vocations.  The 
Bureau  believes  that  there  are  already  in  force  too  many  tax  exemptions 
of  various  classes  of  property,  that  these  many  exemptions  have  created 
problems  in  local  finance  and  equitable  distribution  of  the  tax  burden, 
and  that  it  is  not  desirable  to  continue  to  extend  and  add  to  the  list  and 
the  amount  of  such  exemptions.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  this 
amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  7 
Increase  of  Legislative  Expenses — Disapproved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  would 
increase  the  limit  upon  the  Legislature's  total  daily  expenses  from  $300 
for  each  house  to  $400  per  day  for  the  Senate  and  $450  per  day  for 
Assembly  for  regular  sessions — or  from  the  present  $600  per  day  to  $850 
per  day — and  for  special  sessions  a  reduction  from  $200  to  $150  for  each 
house  (both  exclusive  of  Secretary  of  Senate  and  Chief  Clerk  of  As- 
sembly) .  The  conditions  of  the  times  and  the  conditions  of  State  finances 
as  reported  in  the  press  both  require  a  reduction,  rather  than  an  increase, 
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in  State  governmental  costs.     It  is,    therefore,    recommended    that    this 
amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  8 
Initiative  and  Referendum — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  proposed  by  the  Legislature,  defines 
the  "proponents"  of  an  initiative  or  referendum  measure,  and  reserves  to 
such  proponents  the  sole  right  of  filing  original  and  supplemental  peti- 
tions on  such  measure.  The  adoption  of  this  amendment  is  necessary  to 
make  the  initiative  effective,  and  to  prohibit  the  nullifying  of  a  petition, 
by  action  of  opponents  thereof  posing  as  proponents  —  an  abuse  of  the 
initiative  which  is  now  technically  possible.  It  is  recommended  that  this 
be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  9 
School  Funds.     Income,  Sales  Tax — Disapproved 

This  is  an  initiative  constitutional  amendment  which  increases  the 
amount  of  State  support  of  schools  by  increasing  State  contributions  from 
$30  to  $70  per  pupil  (in  average  daily  attendance)  for  elementary  schools 
and  from  $30  to  $100  for  high  schools,  but  does  not  provide  for  an  ac 
ceptable  program  in  any  county  from  State  subvention  alone.  It  increases 
the  legal  minimum  requirements  (formerly  met  by  both  State  and  county) 
by  $10  per  pupil  in  both  high  and  elementary  schools.  It  fixes  teachers' 
salary  expenditure  at  a  minimum  of  75  per  cent  of  State  money  for  ele- 
mentary and  70  per  cent  for  secondary  schools.  It  leaves  to  the  Legis- 
lature the  distribution  of  the  State  money  to  school  districts  by  an  un- 
determined method  of  equalization.  It  authori2;es  State  selective  sales 
and  income  taxes  to  meet  the  increased  State  expenses. 

It  is  contended  by  the  proponents  of  the  amendment  that,  as  educa- 
tion is  a  State  function,  the  State  should  bear  a  larger  proportion  of  cost 
than  it  now  does.  From  the  available  data,  it  is  apparent  that  the  rural 
districts  will  profit  most  extensively  from  the  amendment  at  the  expense 
of  urban  districts.  It  is  generally  held  by  educational  authorities  that  the 
present  units  of  education  in  rural  areas  are  inefficient  and  wasteful.  The 
proposed  amendment,  in  financing  these  areas,  perpetuates  such  waste  at 
the  expense  of  the  more  populated  areas,  which  are  relatively  better  or- 
ganized and  administered. 

Although  the  amount  of  State  support  under  the  amendment  would 
be  doubled,  the  plan  of  distribution  of  State  funds  proferred  by  pro- 
ponents (and  apparently  incorporated  in  the  amounts  set  up  in  the  amend- 
ment), would  give  San  Francisco  (on  the  basis  of  the  current  year's  ex- 
perience) only  $528,000  more  than  the  $1,946,000  State  subvention 
under  the  present  plan — an  increase  of  27  per  cent,  and  equivalent  to  a 
current  tax-rate  reduction  of  6.68  cents.     However,  it  is  estimated  that 
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the  required  additional  State  levy  on  residents  of  San  Francisco  would 
range  between  $5,000,000  and  $10,000,000  per  year,  or  an  additional  tax 
of  between  $8.00  and  $16.00  per  capita,  tb«  additional  return  for  which, 
in  the  form  of  State  subvention,  would  be  only  80  cents  per  capita. 

The  amendment  perpetuates  an  expensive  system  of  education  in  cer- 
tain  areas  at  the  expense  of  other  areas,  and  alsot  perpetuates  the  present 
salary  schedules,  without  recognition  of  future  economic  conditions.  It 
is  planned  to  finance  this  large  increased  expense  from  sources  which  are 
extremely  variable  as  to  the  amount  each  may  produce,  and  which  are 
already  bearing  a  heavy  burden  of  taxation,  and  apparently  suffering  from 
the  economic  law  of  diminishing  returns.  It  is  likely  that  an  ad  valorem 
tax  would  result,  either  because  of  an  insufficiency  in  these  proposed  rev' 
enues  or  in  the  failure  of  the  Legislature  to  enact  them.  It  is  recom' 
mended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  10 
Authorizing  City  of  Escondido  to  Hold  Stock  in  Mutual  Water 
Company — No  Action 

Proposition  No.  11 
Tideland  Grant  to  City  of  Huntington  Beach — No  Action 

Proposition  No.  12 
Authorizing  City  of  Glendale,  After  Election  Therefor,  to  Pay  Owners 
Certain  Improvement  Assessments  Upon    Their    Property  —  No 
Action 

These  three  amendments,  being  purely  local  in  effect,  and  non'govern' 
mental  in  character,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  13 
Amending  State  Athletic  Commission  Initiative  Act — No  Action 

This  amendment,  authorizing  the  Legislature  to  amend  the  State 
Athletic  Commission  initiative  act,  being  regulatory  and  non-governmen- 
tal  in  character,  the  Bureau  has  taken  NO  ACTION. 

Proposition  No.  14 
Exempting  Vessels  from  Taxation — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  submitted  by  the  Legislature,  con- 
tinues to  January,  1955,  the  exemption  from  local  taxation  of  all  vessels 
of  more  than  fifty  tons  burden  registered  at  any  port  in  this  State  and 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  freight  or  passengers.  This  was  origin' 
ally  provided  in  the  Constitution  in  1914.  This  class  of  property  is  re- 
served for  taxation  for  State  purposes.  Similar  provisions  have  been 
enacted  in  both  Washington  and  Oregon.    The  State  tax,  on  the  basis  of 
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gross  receipts,  is  similar  to  that  for  other  forms  of  transportation.  Recom' 
mended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  15 
Deposit  of  Public  Moneys — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment  gives  districts,  such  as  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  District,  Metropolitan  Water  District,  etc.,  the  same  right  of  de' 
posit  in  banks  outside  this  State  of  moneys,  for  payment  of  principal  or 
interest  of  bonds  issued  by  such  corporation  and  payable  at  places  out' 
side  this  State,  that  is  now  given  to  cities  and  other  municipal  corpora' 
tions.    Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  16 
Tax  Liens — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment  empowers  the  Legislature  to  provide 
that  the  lien  of  every  tax,  heretofore  or  hereafter  attaching,  shall  cease 
for  all  purposes  thirty  years  after  such  tax  became  a  lien,  or  to  provide 
that  every  tax,  heretofore  or  hereafter  levied,  shall  be  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  paid  after  thirty  years  from  time  same  became  a  lien 
unless  the  property  subject  thereto  has  been  sold  in  manner  provided  by 
law  for  payment  of  said  tax.  The  Legislature  has  estabHshed  a  taxing 
procedure  which  is  adequate  for  current  tax  collection  and  makes  this 
amendment  appHcable  to  taxes  levied  many  years  ago.  Destruction  or  in' 
adequacy  of  records  in  some  counties  makes  this  amendment  desirable  in 
its  effect  in  clearing  property  tolls  clouded  by  such  inadequate  records. 
Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  17 
Preparation  of  City  Charters — Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  submitted  by  the  Legislature,  extends 
the  time  allowed  for  the  preparation  of  a  new  charter  by  a  board  of  free' 
holders  to  a  period  of  one  year.  The  present  time  allowance  is  120  days, 
with  permission  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  extend  for  an  additional 
60  days.  The  amendment  also  requires,  in  cities  of  over  50,000  popula- 
tion, that  the  proposed  new  charter  be  mailed  to  all  voters.  Recommended 
that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  18 
Authorizing  Board  of  Supervisors  to  Draft  County  Charters — Disapproved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  submitted  by  the  Legislature,  would 
authori2,e  the  board  of  supervisors  of  any  county  to  prepare  a  county 
charter.  It  is  possible,  if  this  power  should  be  granted,,  that  the  work  of 
a  board  of  freeholders,  electedi  by  the  voters  to  prepare  a  charter,  might 
be  nullified  if  their  idea  as  to  the  type  and  procedure  of  government  to 
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be  established  in  the  new  charter  did  not  meet  with  the  approval  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  concerned,  and  would  lead  such  board 
of  supervisors  to  prepare  their  own  draft  of  charter  for  the  purpose  of 
either  confusing  the  issue  or  defeating  the  proposed  freeholder  charter. 
Likewise,  as  a  board  of  supervisors  represents!  only  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  county  government,  it  would  be  natural  to  assume  that  a  charter 
prepared  by  any  such  board  would  give  undue  prominence  to  the  legis' 
lative  branch  and  would,  in  most  cases,  provide  for  the  interjection  of 
the  legislative  body  into  administrative  affairs,  which  is  directly  opposed 
to  the  trend  in  local  government  throughout  the  United  States.  In  addi- 
ion,  the  important  task  of  preparing  a  new  charter  would  seem  to  be  in 
more  competent  hands  if  entrusted  to  a  board  of  freeholders  elected  for 
that  specific  purpose,  rather  than  prepared  by  members  of  a  legislative 
body  elected  at  various  times  and  on  a  variety  of  issues  unrelated  to  the 
proposition  of  a  new  charter.    Recommend  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  19 
City  Charter  Provisions  for  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers — 
Approved 

This  constitutional  amendment,  submitted  by  the  Legislature,  would 
authorize  cities,  when  they  should  so  provide  in  their  respective  char' 
ters,  to  provide  for  other  methods  for  the  nomination  and  election  of 
municipal  officers.  For  example,  it  would  authorize  the  use  of  the  voting 
plan  designated  as  the  ''proportional  representation""  plan,  which  was 
written  into  the  Sacramento  charter  six  or  eight  years  ago,  but  was  later 
declared  unconstitutional  by  the  Supreme  Court.  This  amendment  would 
authorize  any  city  to  provide  for  this  or  any  other  plan  it  desired  to  adopt 
to  control  the  nomination  and  election  of  officials.  It  is  a  desirable  exten' 
sion  of  the  home  rule  principle.    Recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 

Proposition  No.  20 
County  Charter  Provisions  for  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers — 
Approved 

This  is  a  constitutional  amendment,  submitted  by  the  Legislature,  to 
authorize  counties,  when  they  should  so  provide  in  their  respective  char' 
ters,  to  establish  other  methods  for  the  nomination  and  election  of 
officials  of  the  counties  and  county  sub'divisions,  except  municipalities,  in 
the  same  manner  as  described  in  Proposition  No.  19  for  cities.  Recom- 
mend that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Froposcd  Charter  Amendments— 

Election,  T^uesday,  April  ii,  1933 


Amendment  No.  1— Salary  Deduction APPROVED 

^2,700,000  emergency  salary  deduction,  averaging   10.5%  — 
Equivalent  to  33c  on  tax-rate. 

Amendment  No.  2— Firemen's  Pensions     .     .     .     DISAPPROVED 

Continues  costly  benefits,  provides  4%  contribution  by  men 
after   July    1,    1934.     Inadequate   as    retrenchment   measure. 

Amendment  No.  3— Fire  Marshal DISAPPROVED 

Adds  ^8,000  a  year  payroll  cost,  and  about  ^55,000  pension 
liability.    Unnecessary  and  hampering. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Pilots  and  Marine  Engineers, 

Additional  Pension  Benefits DISAPPROVED 

Would  increase  taxpayers'  liability  for  pensions  by  ^81,000. 

Charter  Amendments  from   Retrenchment  Standpoint. 
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Proposed  Charter  Amendments  on  April  Ballot 

Charter  Amendment  No.  1 
Salary  Deduction  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  provides  for  temporary  salary  deductions  for  city  offi- 
cials and  employees  during  the  present  or  a  similar  future  emergency.  The 
necessity  of  a  charter  amendment  for  this  purpose  arises  from  the  fact 
that  the  charter  now  provides  that  compensations  paid  to  individual 
employees  as  of  January  1,  1931,  shall  not  be  reduced  so  long  as  each 
such  individual  employee  holds  his  position.  An  initiative  measure  to 
eliminate  this  provision  and  provide  for  salary  equalization  and  percentage 
reductions  was  kept  off  the  November  ballot,  largely  due  to  the  organized 
effort  of  the  Federation  of  Municipal  Employees. 

The  deductions  specified  in  the  amendment  are  on  a  percentage  scale, 
ranging  from  3  per  cent  on  rates  of  $101  to  $120  per  month,  to  a  maxi' 
mum  of  20  per  cent  on  salaries  of  more  than  $834  per  month.  Exclusive 
of  Hetch  Hetchy  construction  payrolls,  the  controller  estimates  that 
these  deductions  will  save  $2,665,000  next  year.  The  Bureau  estimates 
the  city's  payroll  for  1932-33,  exclusive  of  Hetch  Hetchy  construe 
tion,  at  $26,836,348,  and  the  maximum  amount  of  deduction  under  the 
amendment  as  $2,812,000  for  next  year,  an  average  of  10.5  per  cent. 
Deductions  in  each  department  that  has  a  minimum  fixed  tax-rate  under 
the  charter — park,  recreation  and  library — are  limited  to  the  amount  of 
payroll  deductions  in  such  department  under  the  percentage  scale  pre 
vided  by  the  amendment. 

The  emergency  which,  under  the  amendment,  must  be  declared  by 
the  mayor  and  the  board  of  supervisors  by  three-fourths  vote,  is  specifi' 
fied  as  the  period  from  the  ratification  of  the  amendment  by  the  Legis' 
lature  and  the  immediate  declaration  of  a  public  emergency  by  the  mayor 
and  the  supervisors  (say  April  17)  to  June  30,  1934,  the  end  of  the  com- 
ing fiscal  year.  Thereafter,  if  the  present  emergency  continues  to  exist,  it 
must  be  re-declared  annually  by  three-fourths  vote  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors and  the  approval  of  the  mayor.  If  not  so  re-declared  in  any  year, 
the  temporary  salary  deductions  provided  by  the  amendment  will  auto- 
matically cease. 

The  percentage  rates  of  deduction  provided  by  the  amendment  and 
the  estimated  payroll  and  amount  of  deduction  are  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  BUREAU    ESTIMATES,  1932-33   BASIS 


Gross  Monthly 
Earnings 

Per  Cent 
Deduction 

Annual 
Payroll 

No.  of 
Employees 

Total 
Deduction 

.$       0-$100 

101-  120 

*121-  150* 

*151-  185* 

*]86-  275* 

276-  600 

625-  833 

-1000 

"3 

7* 
10* 
12.5* 
15 
18 
20 

maximum  dedu 
work  week   ba 

$      625,712 

730,586 

5,382,347 

3,054.027 

15,074,202 

1,685,974 

259,500 

24,000 

$26,836,348 
ctiorii  for  per  diem  er 
sis — deduct   estimated 

770 

565 

3,075 

1,533 

5,792 

414 

30 

2 

$      21.918 

376,764* 

305,403* 

1,884,275* 

252,896 

46,710 

4,800 

*5V^  per  cent 
on  a  5-day 

12.181 
nployees  paid 

$2,892,766 
80,000 

$2,812,766 
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The  amount  of  deduction  is  exceedingly  moderate  in  view  of  the  con' 
dition  of  the  times.  The  deductions,  averaging  10.5  per  cent,  and  with 
a  maximum  deduction  of  20  per  cent,  should  be  more  than  offset  by  the 
reduction  in  the  cost  of  living  which  had  fallen,  in  January,  26.3  per  cent 
as  compared  with  1923. 

Furthermore,  the  percentage  rates  are  applied  to  city  salaries  and 
wages  that,  in  many  cases,  are  high,  and  were  high  even  before  the 
depression,  in  comparison  with  rates  for  similar  services  in  other  cities 
and  in  local  private  employment.  Such  high  rates  are  a  hold-over  from 
past  years.  For  example,  many  of  the  city  wage  rates  are  20  per  cent  in 
excess  of  maximum  rates  paid  by  local  employers  for  similar  service; 
salaries  for  ordinary  clerical  and  stenographic  services  range  as  high  as 
$250  per  month;  salaries  for  copyists  and  typists  range  as  high  as  $200 
per  month;  etc. 

The  deductions  are  applied  likewise  to  the  group  of  approximately 
12,000  city  officials  and  employees  who  have  been  immune  from  the 
salary  reductions,  part  time  employment  and  layoffs,  that  have  been 
almost  universal  in  private  employment  and  have  affected  public  employ 
ment  in  many  other  cities.  Charter  immunity  to  pay  cuts,  plus  the  neces- 
sity of  providing  city  funds  for  unemployment  relief,  brought  about  the 
''voluntarycontribution"  plan.  Late  in  1931,  a  number  of  employees 
signed  agreements  authorizing  deductions  of  one-thirtieth  of  each  month's 
compensation,  which  produced  approximately  $320,000  for  unemployment 
relief  in  that  fiscal  year.  For  1932-33,  'Voluntary  contributions"  were 
made  by  all  employees,  ranging  from  3  per  cent  on  compensations  of 
$100  to  $165  per  month,  to  a  maximum  of  12  per  cent  on  compensations 
of  from  $833  to  $1000  per  month — an  average  of  4.9  per  cent.  This 
scale  of  voluntary  contributions  is  estimated  to  produce  $1,320,000  for 
the  current  fiscal  year,  which  has  been  appropriated  by  the  committee  in 
charge  for  unemployment  reUef  and  Community  Chest  activities. 

The  only  alternative  to  the  proposed  amendment  to  effect  payroll 
deduction  is  the  continuation  of  the  so-called  'Voluntary"  contribution 
plan,  at  double  the  present  rates.  However,  the  committee  of  city  officials 
and  employees  in  charge  of  the  raising  of  funds  by  this  method,  has 
stated  that  this  method  is  unsatisfactory  and  discriminatory;  also  that  it 
could  not  be  expected  to  produce  any  increase  over  the  $1,320,000  raised 
by  this  method  during  the  current  year. 

The  amendment  appearing  on  the  ballot  is  proposed  by  the  mayor  and 
the  board  of  supervisors,  due  to  necessity  for  retrenchment  in  the  city's 
expenditures  for  next  year.  Of  the  probable  city  expenditures  for  1933-34, 
exclusive  of  the  requirements  for  unemployment  relief,  it  is  estimated  that 
reductions  can  be  applied  to  only  about  $34,000,000.  Of  this,  at  least 
$25,000,000  is  payroll  expense.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  the  major 
portion  of  whatever  retrenchment  is  necessary  must  come  from  the  pay- 
roll item. 
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Further  retrenchment  than  that  provided  by  the  amendment  may 
prove  to  be  necessary.  Authority  to  the  mayor  and  the  supervisors  to 
make  further  reductions  during  the  fiscal  year  1933-34  if  emergency  con- 
ditions require  was  proposed  but  was  not  included  in  the  amendment. 

While  the  amendment  represents  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  it  is  only 
a  partial  solution  of  the  city's  1933-34  financial  problem.  It  should,  how- 
ever, receive  the  approval  of  citizens  and  taxpayers  as  presenting  the  only 
means  of  insuring  tax  relief  to  the  extent  of  approximately  $2,700,000, 
equivalent  to  33  cents  on  the  tax-rate. 

Charter   Amendment   No.   2 
Firemen's  Pensions— DISAPPROVED 

This  proposed  amendment  continues  the  very  liberal  and  costly  pen- 
sion benefits  for  "old"  firemen — those  in  the  service  on  or  before  January 
8,  1932.  In  addition,  it  provides  that  these  men,  who  now  contribute 
nothing  toward  the  cost  (equivalent  to  19  per  cent  of  payroll)  of  such 
pension  benefits,  shall  contribute  4  per  cent  of  their  salaries,  after  July  1, 
1934.  Taxpayers'  contribution  for  1933-34,  estimated  at  $527,000,  will 
not  be  decreased.  In  1934-35  it  is  estimated  that  the  men  will  contribute 
$103,000,  leaving  an  estimated  $403,000  (16%  of  payroll)  to  be  con- 
tributed by  the  taxpayers  in  that  year. 

The  present  pension  system  for  ''old"  firemen,  in  addition  to  death 
and  disability  pensions,  includes  extremely  liberal  and  costly  service  retire- 
ment provisions — optional  retirement  on  half -pay  after  25  years  of  service, 
or  at  age  55  after  20  years  of  service;  also  continuation  to  widows  of  such 
half-pay  service  pensions  after  the  death  of  the  firemen  pensioned  or 
eligible  for  retirement.  This  provision  for  "continuation"  of  service  pen- 
sions applies  only  to  firemen's  pensions  and  is  not  granted  to  policemen 
or  other  city  employees. 

Retirement  allowances  for  service  have  an  average  value  at  retirement 
of  approximately  $18,000  per  man  for  "old"  firemen.  (This  is  a  taxpayers' 
liability.  For  1128  "old"  firemen  it  totals  over  $20,000,000.)  It  is  equiva- 
lent to  about  45  per  cent  of  a  man's  total  pay  during  service  if  he  retires 
at  age  55  after  20  years  of  service,  and  about  40  per  cent  of  total  pay  if 
he  retires  when  25  years  of  service  are  completed. 

This  average  liability  per  "old"  fireman  of  $18,000,  can  be  compared 
with  an  average  of  $13,000  per  man  for  "new"  firemen  (those  appointed 
since  January  8,  1932) ;  $10,650  per  man  for  police  ofl&cers;  and  $6,500  per 
man  for  all  other  city  employees.  The  very  liberal  service  pension  provi- 
sions for  "old"  firemen  now  constitute  an  obligation  of  the  taxpayers  that, 
for  the  current  year,  was  estimated  by  the  city's  actuary  as  $549,600,  or  19 
per  cent  of  the  payroll.  (This  is  in  addition  to  this  year's  firemen's  pension 
roll  of  $546,000— a  total  of  $1,095,600,  or  34  per  cent  of  the  payroll,  as 
one  year's  obligation  on  the  taxpayers  for  fire  pensions.) 

A  proper  charter  amendment  to  provide  for  retrenchment  in  the  high 
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cost  of  ''old"  firemen's  service  pension  benefits  would  provide  for  an 
equitable  reduction  in  the  extent  of  such  benefits,  an  equitable  contribu' 
tion  by  the  firemen  on  the  same  basis  as  "miscellaneous""  city  employees, 
and,  as  a  consequence,  a  material  reduction  in  the  taxpayers'  costs  for 
"old"  firemen's  service  pensions.  Such  an  amendment  was  proposed  to  the 
supervisors  by  the  Bureau  and  five  other  organi2;ations,  but  was  not 
brought  up  for  consideration  and  action  by  the  board. 

Because  of  the  entire  inadequacy  of  this  proposed  amendment  as  a 
retrenchment  measure,  it  is  DISAPPROVED  by  the  Bureau.  If  adopted, 
the  proposed  4  per  cent  contribution  by  the  men  will  effect  a  small  tax 
saving  after  July  1,  1934,  but  will  still  leave  a  heavy  obligation  to  be 
borne  by  the  taxpayers  and  will  provide  no  tax  relief  whatever  during 
the  coming  fiscal  year. 

Charter  Amendment  No.   3 
Fire  Marshal— DISAPPROVED 

Under  the  present  provisions  of  the  charter,  the  chief  of  the  fire 
department  may  appoint  a  fire  marshal  and  assistants  on  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Underwriters'  Fire  Patrol,  to  serve  without  compensation 
from  the  city  and  county.  The  present  charter  also  provides  that  the  fire 
marshal  shall  have  such  powers  and  duties  as  the  supervisors,  by  ordi- 
nance, or  the  fire  commission,  by  rule,  may  prescribe. 

This  proposed  charter  amendment  would  make  mandatory  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  fire  marshal  and  a  chief  deputy,  and  would  require  that  their 
salaries,  stated  as  $4,800  and  $3,200  per  year,  a  total  of  $8,000  a  year,  be 
paid  by  the  city.  The  amendment  also  vests  specific  authority  and  duties 
in  the  fire  marshal,  in  lieu  of  the  optional  or  flexible  provisions  of  the 
charter  as  it  now  reads.  This  would  prevent  combining,  in  the  future, 
the  functions  of  the  fire  marshal  with  the  bureau  of  fire  prevention — 
as  contemplated  by  the  freeholders  when  drafting  the  new  charter — 
without  another  charter  amendment. 

The  present  fire  marshal  and  his  assistant  would  be  blanketed  in  by 
the  amendment  as  civil  service  appointees  to  these  positions,  and  at  the 
salary  rates  fixed  by  the  Underwriters'  Fire  Patrol.  This  would  amount  to 
"charter"  promotion  from  the  respective  ranks  and  compensations  for- 
merly held  in  the  fire  department — namely,  captain  of  the  fire  department 
at  $235  per  month  in  the  case  of  the  fire  marshal,  and  clerk,  in  the  case 
of  the  chief  deputy. 

Likewise,  the  amendment  would  place  these  two  men  under  the  liberal 
and  costly  benefits  of  the  "old"  firemen's  pension  system.  It  is  estimated 
by  the  Bureau  that  this  would  involve  an  additional  liability,  at  retirement, 
of  approximately  $55,000  for  future  pension  benefits  for  these  two  men, 
one  of  whom  had  no  previous  rank  or  service  in  the  uniformed  forces  of 
the  fire  department.  (The  fire  marshal  contends  that,  although  he  has  not 
been  on  the  city  payroll  for  seven  years,  he  is  still  a  member  of  the  "old" 
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firemen's  pension  system  and,  therefore,  that  there  would  be  no  such  addi- 
tional hability  in  his  case.) 

There  is  a  question  as  to  the  legaHty  of  the  proposed  amendment, 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  supervisors  failed  to  secure  (as  required  by  the 
new  charter)  an  actuarial  report  of  the  pension  cost  involved,  before 
submitting  the  amendment  to  the  voters. 

The  argument  has  been  made  by  the  fire  marshal  that  the  additional 
city  expense  involved  in  placing  the  fire  marshal  and  his  assistant  on  the 
city  payroll  will  be  more  than  offset  by  fees  collected  by  the  city  and 
county  from  garages,  auto  supply  stations  and  other  establishments  in- 
spected and  regulated  by  the  fire  marshal.  It  is  estimated  that  these  fees 
now  total  over  $100,000  per  year.  The  designation  of  the  fire  marshal 
as  the  inspection  agency  for  these  premises  has  been  fixed  by  ordinance 
of  the  board  of  supervisors.  It  is  obvious  that  even  should  the  ofiice  of 
fire  marshal  be  eliminated,  the  necessary  inspection  and  regulation  service 
would  be  continued  by  the  fire  department  and  that  the  license  fees  to 
cover  such  inspection  and  regulation  would  continue  to  be  paid. 

The  proposed  amendment  is  not  required  in  the  city's  interests.  It  is 
not  a  retrenchment  measure,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  requires  increased 
taxpayers'  costs  and  increased  taxpayers'  pension  burdens.  It  would  fix 
by  charter  provision  a  detail  of  fire  department  operation  that  should  be 
left  as  a  matter  of  departmental  regulation  if  the  most  efi'icient  operation 
of  the  department  is  not  to  be  restricted  and  hampered.  For  these  reasons 
it  IS  DISAPPROVED  by  the  Bureau. 

Charter  Amendment  No,  4 

Additional  Pension  Benefits  for  Pilots  and  Marine  Engineers — 

DISAPPROVED 

This  proposed  amendment  would  grant  costly  additional  pension 
benefits,  at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayers,  to  fourteen  fire  boat  pilots  and 
marine  engineers.  These  employees  are  now  members  of  and  contribute 
to  the  "miscellaneous  employees'  "  pension  system  and  are  subject  to  its 
benefits.  The  amendment  would  transfer  them  to  the  much  more  liberal 
and  costly  pension  system  that  now  applies  to  "old"  firemen  (optional 
retirement  at  half -pay  after  25  years  of  service,  or  at  age  55  after  20  years 
of  service,  etc.).  A  similar  amendment  was  voted  down  by  the  people 
in  1928. 

The  present  taxpayers'  liability  for  future  pensions  for  these  men  is 
$52,000.  Under  the  proposed  amendment,  such  taxpayers'  liability  would 
be  increased  to  $133,000,  an  increase  of  $81,000.  The  contributions, 
averaging  4.579  per  cent  of  salaries,  now  made  by  the  men  for  the  lesser 
benefits  under  the  "miscellaneous  employees'  "  pension  system,  would  be 
decreased  to  a  flat  4  per  cent. 
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The  proposed  amendment  is  not  in  any  sense  a  retrenchment  measure 
and  would  represent  a  heavy  increased  cost  to  the  taxpayers.  The  addi' 
tion  of  these  fourteen  men  to  the  very  Hberal  and  costly  "old"  firemen's 
pension  system — the  cost  of  which  should  be  reduced  rather  than  in' 
creased — is  unwarranted  and  unnecessary.  The  Bureau  recommends  that 
this  amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Charter  Amendments  from  Retrenchment  Standpoint 

The  original  intent  of  city  officials  in  proposing  the  April  11th  special 
election  was  to  submit  to  the  voters  a  ''retrenchment"  amendment,  formu' 
lated  by  the  Mayor  after  weeks  of  discussion  with  civic,  taxpayers" 
and  city  employee  groups,  to  provide  for  reduction  in  the  item  of 
city  and  county  payroll  expense,  and  relief  of  the  tax  burden  therefor. 
This  proposal  (Charter  Amendment  No.  1)  will  provide  for  retrench' 
nient  during  the  current  fiscal  year  of  approximately  $500,000,  and  tax 
relief  during  the  next  fiscal  year  of  from  $2,665,000  to  $2,825,000,  by 
a  moderate  reduction  in  salaries,  averaging  10.5  per  cent. 

The  three  other  amendments  appearing  on  the  April  1 1  ballot  can 
hardly  be  classed  as  retrenchment  measures.  Each  was  proposed  by  the 
group  or  individual  interested  in  the  benefits  v^^hich  each  continues,  or 
provides,  at  taxpayers'  expense.  Charter  Amendment  No.  2  provides  only 
that  "old"  firemen  (those  in  the  service  on  January  8,  1932)  who  now 
contribute  nothing  toward  the  very  high  cost — 19%  of  payroll — of  the 
liberal  pension  benefits  provided,  shall,  after  July  1,  1934,  contribute  4 
per  cent  of  salary  toward  such  cost.  A  proper  retrenchment  measure 
would  reduce — to  something  like  equity  in  comparison  with  pension 
benefits  for  police  and  other  city  employees — the  very  liberal  and  costly 
benefits  now  provided  for  "old"  firemen. 

The  two  other  amendments  involve  specific  increases  in  city  costs. 
Charter  Amendment  No.  3  would  put  the  fire  marshal  and  his  assistant, 
now  paid  by  the  Underwriters'  Fire  Patrol,  on  the  city  payroll  at  a  cost 
of  approximately  $8,000  per  year.  It  would  likewise  bring  these  two 
men  under  the  "old"  firemen's  pension  system  at  an  estimated  increased 
liability  to  the  taxpayers  for  future  pension  benefits  of  $60,000.  Charter 
Amendment  No.  4  would  transfer  fourteen  fire  boat  pilots  and  marine 
engineers  from  the  "miscellaneous  employees'  "  pension  system  to  the  "old" 
firemen's  pension  system.  It  is  estimated  this  would  increase  the  taxpayers' 
liability  for  future  pension  benefits  for  these  men  by  over  $80,000. 

Estimates  of  Amount  of  Retrenchment  Necessary. 

The  necessity  for  retrenchment  at  this  time  needs  no  argument.  The 
ability  of  the  taxpayers  to  pay  public  taxes  has  been  curtailed,  due  to 
the  complete  loss  or  serious  curtailment  of  the  incomes  of  individuals, 
business  men  and  corporations  generall5^    Any  estimate  of  the  extent  to 
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which  the  city  must  retrench  in  its  expenditures  for  1933-34  is  conditioned 
by  factors  that  cannot  be  accurately  determined  at  this  time. 

The  mayor  has  stated  that  the  tax-rate  cannot  be  increased,  and,  if 
possible,  must  be  reduced.  The  assessor  has  advised  the  mayor  that  the 
assessment  roll  will  show  a  decrease,  although  the  amount  of  such  decrease 
will  not  be  known  for  several  months.  If  the  decrease  is  approximately 
10  per  cent,  this  will  mean  a  lower  tax  revenue  of  about  $3,000,000  under 
the  present  $3.96  tax-rate.  Preliminary  estimates  of  current  revenues  other 
than  taxes  indicate  a  decrease  of  $1,228,000;  such  decrease  will  probably 
be  found  to  be  much  greater  as  later  figures  become  available.  These  two 
items  indicate  a  decreased  revenue  for  next  fiscal  year  of  $4,228,000. 

If  the  cost  of  unemployment  relief  for  1933-34  must  be  financed 
from  current  revenues,  the  city's  expenditures  from  such  current  revenues 
—  prior  to  consideration  of  any  pending  retrenchment  proposals  —  will 
increase  over  this  year's  expenditures  by  approximately  $5,300,000.  Such 
estimated  increase  in  expenditures,  together  with  estimated  decreased 
revenues  as  outlined  above,  indicates  approximately  $9,500,000  as  the 
amount  of  retrenchment  required  in  next  year's  budget  and  tax-rate  if 
the  tax-rate  is  not  to  be  increased. 

Against  this  possible  requirement  the  controller  estimates  that  the 
salary  reduction  proposal.  Charter  Amendment  No.  1,  will  take  care  of 
about  $2,665,000.  Other  elements  of  retrenchment  not  as  yet  detailed 
have  been  referred  to  as  approximately  $1,500,000 — the  two  items  approx- 
imating $4,200,000.  Unless  the  city's  total  unemployment  relief  needs 
can  be  financed  through  the  Federal  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation, 
or,  that  failing,  through  a  local  bond  issue,  there  will  be  a  large  deficiency 
in  unemployment  relief  funds  which  will  have  to  be  met. 

The  situation  as  outlined  in  the  foregoing  does  not  permit  of  definite 
conclusions  at  this  time.  The  amount  of  decrease  in  the  assessment  roll 
will  not  be  known  until  July  or  August.  The  extent,  if  any,  of  Recon- 
struction Finance  Corporation  aid  in  financing  local  unemployment  relief 
is  unknown  at  the  present  time.  If  such  federal  aid  is  not  forthcoming, 
a  bond  issue  for  unemployment  relief  probably  cannot  be  submitted  until 
the  November  election.  However,  the  several  factors  discussed  indicate 
the  seriousness  of  the  retrenchment  situation  confronting  city  officials 
and  the  taxpayers. 
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Collection  of  Fees  Under  Inspection  Fee  Ordinance 

The  activity  during  the  month  of  March  to  enforce  the  inspection 
fee  ordinance  (Ordinance  3.0412,  adopted  July  11,  1932)  through  the 
serving  of  citations  by  poHce  officers,  produced  a  heavy  volume  of  com' 
plaints  and  protests.  Such  complaints  and  protests  came  primarily  from 
owners  and  tenants  of  buildings,  premises  and  offices  who  were  unaware, 
prior  to  the  receipt  of  such  citations,  that  they  were  subject  to  an  inspec 
tion  fee  under  the  provisions  of  Section  3  of  this  ordinance. 

The  principal  features  of  the  proposed  ordinance — and  practically 
the  only  discussion  thereof — when  this  matter  was  before  the  board  of 
supervisors  and  its  charter  installation  committee  late  in  1931  and  early 
in  1932,  dealt  with  a  $6.00  inspection  fee  for  food-handling  businesses 
and  lodging  houses.  The  city  attorney  advised  the  board  at  that  time 
that  the  fixing  of  a  fee,  sufficient  to  defray  the  cost  of  city  inspection  of 
such  businesses,  was  mandatory  under  Section  24  of  the  new  charter. 
This  ordinance  was  "passed  for  second  reading"  on  February  8,  1932. 
When  considered  on  "final  passage"  on  February  23,  1932,  it  was  referred 
back  to  committee  for  further  hearing  on  the  rate  of  fee,  $6.00,  fixed  for 
lodging  houses. 

The  ordinance,  revised  in  committee  after  hearings,  was  again  sub- 
mitted to  the  board  of  supervisors  on  June  20,  1932.  The  lodging  house 
fee  was  reduced  to  $4.00.  On  the  general  understanding  that  the  former 
objections  had  been  met,  the  ordinance  was  passed  for  second  reading  on 
June  27  and  finally  passed  on  July  11. 

"Blanket"  Inspection  Fee  Provisions 

It  is  doubtful  if  the  board  of  supervisors,  as  a  whole,  or  any  organiza- 
tion that  had  been  interested  in  the  proposed  ordinance,  was  aware  of 
the  extent  of  the  blanket  provisions  contained  in  Section  3  of  the  revised 
ordinance.  These  provisions  which  were  not  in  the  original  ordinance 
considered  and  heard  by  the  board  of  supervisors  earlier  in  the  year,  were 
the  cause  of  most  of  the  complaints  received.    Section  3  provides: 

"The  owner  or  tenant  of  every  building,  structure,  store,  premise 
and/or  office  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  which  is  subject 
to  inspection  and/or  regulation  shall  pay  an  annual  fee  of  $4.00  for  said 
inspection  and/or  regulation.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  any  building,  structure,  store,  premise  and/or  office  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  Sections  1  and  2  hereof."  (foodstuffs  and  lodging  houses) 

It  developed  that  the  supervisors'  charter  installation  committee,  in 
adding  this  section  to  the  original  ordinance,  intended  this  to  cover  all 
premises  and  classes  of  business  that  are  subject  to  inspection  by  the 
bureau  of  fire  prevention.  It  was  stated  that  this  proposal  was  discussed 
during  the  committee's  hearings. 

This  provision  would  subject  the  owner  or  tenant  of  each  separate 
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structure  in,  the  city  to  a  $4.00  inspection  fee.  The  chief  deputy  assessor 
advises  that  there  are  125,000  separate  structures  in  the  city.  In  addi' 
tion,  a  very  considerable  number  of  offices,  stores  and  places  of  business 
in  office  and  loft  buildings  would  be  affected — for  example,  it  is  estimated 
that  21,000  offices  are  included  in  one  group  of  90  downtown  buildings. 

Fee  Not  Required  by  Charter 

The  supervisors'  committee  considered — and  so  advised  the  board  of 
supervisors — that  the  imposition  of  this  fee  is  required  by  the  charter. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  with  which  opinion  the  city  attorney  con' 
curs,  this  is  not  the  case.  Section  24  of  the  charter  requires  fees  or 
licenses  to  be  charged  at  not  less  than  the  cost  of  regulation  and  inspection 
for  the  operation  of  businesses  or  privileges  in  cases  where  permits  and 
licenses  are  required.  Permits  are,  and,  for  years,  have  been,  required  for 
the  operation  of  food'handling  places,  which  are  covered  by  Section  1 
of  the  ordinance;  also  for  the  operation  of  hotels  and  apartment  houses, 
covered  by  Section  2  of  the  ordinance;  also  for  the  operation  of  tenement 
houses  and  lodging  houses.  Permits  are  not  and  have  not  been  required 
for  the  conduct  and  operation  of  the  hundreds  of  classes  of  business 
listed  for  inspection  by  the  fire  prevention  bureau,  nor  for  the  operation 
of  "every  building,  structure,  store,  premise  and/or  office"  covered  in 
Section  3  of  the  ordinance. 

While  it  may  be  within  the  power  of  the  board  of  supervisors  to  fix 
and  provide  for  the  collection  of  inspection  fees  as  provided  by  Section  3 
of  the  ordinance,  such  charges  are  not  mandated  by  the  charter.  This 
reference  to  "charter  mandate"  when  this  matter  was  before  the  board 
of  supervisors  and  committees  thereof  at  various  times  during  the  fiscal 
year  1931'32  has  apparently  confused  the  situation. 

Other  Inspection,  Costs  Not  Met  by  Fees 

In  this  discussion  of  the  matter  of  permit  and  inspection  fees,  and  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  dealing  with  these,  the  Bureau  invited  the  atten' 
tion  of  the  supervisors'  charter  installation  committee  to  the  fact  that  vari- 
our  classes  of  business  now  requiring  permits  and  licenses  have  not  as  yet 
been  placed  on  a  self 'supporting  fee  basis  in  accordance  with  the  manda' 
tory  provisions  of  Section  24  of  the  charter.  The  following  were  referred 
to  as  a  partial  list  of  businesses,  now  requiring  permits  under  the  city's 
general  police  powers,  where  the  permit  and  license  fees  now  charged  did 
not  cover  the  cost  of  inspection  and  regulation: 

(1)  The  cost  to  the  city  of  inspection  and  regulation  of  animal 
slaughter  and  meat  handling  is  estimated  as  $65,000  per  year;  fees 
therefor  estimated  as  only  $6,900  per  year. 

(2)  The  cost  of  the  "theatre  detail"  is  estimated  at  a  minimum 
of  $50,000  per  year;  estimated  receipts  therefor:  theatres,  $6,400; 
motion  picture  houses,  $20,200,  or  only  $26,600  per  year. 
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(3)  The  cost  of  milk  inspection  and  dairy  control  is  estimated 
at  $19,500  per  year;  estimated  fees  therefor,  only  $12,100  per  year. 

(4)  The  cost  of  inspecting  food  handling  places,  exclusive  of 
restaurants,  is  estimated  at  $32,000  per  year;  estimated  fees  therefor, 
only  $24,000  per  year. 

The  discrepancy  between  the  estimated  costs  of  inspection  and  the 
amount  of  fees  received  therefor,  covering  only  the  above  enumerated 
classes,  represents  a  taxpayers'  cost  of  nearly  $100,000  per  year.  Under 
the  provisions  of  Section  24  of  the  nevv?  charter,  it  is  required  that  the 
taxpayers  be  relieved  of  this  burden. 
Changes  Proposed  in  Inspection  Fee  Ordinance 

At  a  hearing  held  by  the  supervisors'  charter  installation  committee 
on  April  13,  for  the  consideration  of  protests  against  the  "blanket"  $4.00 
inspection  fee  provision,  the  Bureau  recommended  that  the  situation  be 
clarified  (1)  by  suspending  or  revoking  the  alhinclusive  provisions  of 
Section  3  of  this  ordinance;  (2)  by  providing  that  types  of  business 
and  premises  that  are  to  be  subject  to  fire  prevention  or  other  type  of 
city  inspection,  on  a  self-supporting  fee  basis,  be  specifically  enumerated; 
and  (3)  that  each  such  class  of  business  be  placed  under  the  same  permit 
and  licensing  procedure  now  applicable  to  all  other  types  of  business  for 
which  a  license  or  permit  fee  is  charged. 

As  a  result  of  the  hearing  on  April  13,  the  committee  agreed  to 
recommend  to  the  board  of  supervisors,  (1)  that  the  tax  collector  be 
directed  to  take  no  steps  to  enforce  Section  3  of  the  ordinance  and  to 
receive  no  inspection  fees  payable  thereunder,  and  (2)  that  Section 
3  of  the  ordinance  be  repealed,  or,  in  lieu  of  repeal,  that  it  be  revised 
by  a  committee  to  be  appointed  for  that  specific  purpose. 

The  committee  thus  far  has  not  reported  to  the  board  of  supervisors 
on  the  matter.  It  is  the  Bureau's  understanding  that  the  tax  collector  is 
not  receiving  payments  under  Section  3  of  the  ordinance,  although  he 
probably  has  no  legal  right  to  refuse  to  accept  payment  of  a  fee  if 
tendered  to  him  by  any  person  unfamiliar  with  the  committee's  proposal 
to  suspend  the  operation  of  this  section.  In  the  meantime,  the  alternative 
proposals  of  rescinding  or  revising  the  provisions  of  Section  3 — and,  if 
the  latter,  what  form  of  revision  will  be  proposed — are  still  in  abeyance. 
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JUNE  BALLOT  PROPOSITIONS 
SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

No.  Recommendation 

1.  Taxation   NO 

2.  Unemployment   Relief   Bonds YES 

3.  Horse  Racing  NO  ACTION 

4.  E.xempting  Educational  Institutions  From  Taxation  NO 

5.  Assessing    Property    Damaged   by    Earthquake    in 

Los  Angeles  and  Orange  Counties YES 

6.  State  Bonds  for  Refinancing  Irrigation  and 

Reclamation   Districts  NO 

7.  Declaring  Effective  Dates  of  Acts  of  the 

Legislature  for  1933 YES 

8.  County  Government  YES 

9-10.  Diverting  Gasoline  Tax  Funds  for  the  Biennium 

Ending  June  30,  1931,  and  June  30,  1935 YES 

City  and  County  Measure 

11.    School  Bonds  NO 
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State  Propositions  on  June  27th,  Ballot 

Proposition  No.  1 
TAXATION  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  proposed  constitutional  amendment  would  radically  change  the 
present  structure  of  state  taxation;  would  transfer  a  large  part  of  county 
school  costs  from  the  respective  counties  to  the  State;  would  return 
"operative""  property  that  is  now  reserved  for  State  taxation  to  the  county 
assessment  rolls;  would  provide  that  not  more  than  25  per  cent  of  State 
general-fund  expeditures  may  be  levied  against  the  property  of  the  several 
counties;  and  would  partially  limit  State  and  local  appropriations. 
Taxation 

The  proposed  amendment  would  repeal  the  so-called  "Constitutional 
Amendment  No.  1"  (1910),  and,  after  January  1,  1935,  would  return 
utility  operative  property  and  the  property  of  motor  transportation  com- 
panies to  the  local  tax  rolls.  Such  operative  property  would  be  assessed 
by  the  State  Board  of  Equalization  to  the  same  extent  and  in  .the  same 
manner  as  other  property.  All  property  subject  to  taxation  would  be 
taxed  at  its  full  cash  value.  Also,  utility  companies  would  be  subject  to 
franchise  and  other  corporation  taxes  in  the  same  manner  and  at  the 
same  rates  as  mercantile,  manufacturing  and  business  corporations;  the 
rate  and  method  thereof  would  be  left  to  the  Legislature. 

Present  constitutional  provisions  for  taxation  of  insurance  companies 
and  for  intangible,  personal  property,  such  as  capital  stock,  bonds,  notes, 
etc.,  remain  unchanged.  The  rate  of  taxation  for  banks,  which  was  for' 
merly  fixed  at  4  per  cent,  is  left  to  the  power  of  the  Legislature. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  vest  the  Legislature  with  wide 
power  to  levy  new  and  revised  taxes  within  the  restrictions  of  the  Con' 
stitution,  but  limits  taxes  on  real  and  personal  property  to  not  more  than 
25  per  cent  of  the  total  appropriations  from  all  funds  of  the  State.  The 
Legislature  is  authorized  to  classify  or  exempt  any  and  all  kinds  of  per' 
sonal  property  for  purpose  of  taxation. 

On  and  after  Januay  1,  1935,  the  Legislature  would  have  power,  by 
two-thirds  vote,  to  limit  the  amount  of  taxes  which  may  be  imposed  upon 
real  and  personal  property  for  county  or  city  and  county  purposes. 

During  the  biennium  1933-35,  the  effect  of  the  amendment  on  San 
Francisco  from  the  revenue  side  would  be: 

(1)  The  $41,046,000  unfunded  portion  of  the  approved  budget 
(without  the  additional  school  costs)  musti  be  met  by  additional 
taxes  which  will  present  substantially  the  same  burden  if  the 
amendment  passes  or  does  not  pass.  This  amount  could  be  met 
without  great  difficulty  by  sales  and  other  taxes. 

(2)  Of  the  revenue  necessary  to  fund  the  increased  school  costs, 
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San  Francisco  will  pay  approximately  two  dollars  for  each  dollar 
returned  to  it  by  the  State.  The  magnitude  of  the  sum  needed 
for  this  increased  subvention  for  the  schools  of  the  State  is 
such  as  to  require  a  combination  of  heavy  advalorem,  income, 
and  luxury  taxes.  These  sources  are  already  generally  taxed 
either  by  the  Federal  or  local  governments.  It  is  possible  that 
real  estate  would  get  some  relief  by  the  provisions  of  the  amend- 
ment during  this  biennium,  but  it  is  not  certain. 
(3)  The  additional  grant  to  counties  for  schools  would  result  in  a 
net  loss  of  more  than  $3,000,000  annually  to  San  Francisco  in 
all  types  of  taxes  taken  together. 

The  complete  effect  of  the  amendment  on  San  Francisco  after  1935  is 
beyond  conjecture.    Some  of  the  effects  would  be: 

(1)  The  State  would  lose  fifty  to  sixty  millions  of  dollars  from 
public  utilities,  due  to  the  return  of  operative  property  to  the 
local  rolls. 

(2)  The  San  Francisco  local  tax  base  would  be  increased  8J/2  per 
cent  by  the  return  of  operative  property. 

(3)  The  State  tax  base  for  an  advalorem  tax  would  be  increased  by 
an  undeterminable  amount,  because  the  provisions  contained  in 
the  amendment  may  change  valuations  of  utility  property.  The 
present  valuation  would  increase  the  base  16  per  cent. 

(4)  Any  advalorem  tax  levied  would  be  limited  to  approximately 
$40,000,000  per  annum. 

(5)  San  Francisco's  portion  of  such  advalorem  tax  would  be  approxi- 
mately $5,000,000,  which  would  equal  the  additional  subvention 
from  the  State  for  schools  and  the  return  from  operative  prop- 
erty— or  after  1935  State  and  local  taxes  on  real  estate  may  be 
approximately  the  same  as  at  present. 

(6)  The  additional  subvention  to  counties  for  schools  would  result 
in  a  loss  of  more  than  $3,000,000  annually  to  San  Francisco  in 
all  types  of  taxes  taken  together. 

Expenditure  Control 

The  amendment  provides  that  appropriations  from  the  general  fund 
of  the  State,  exclusive  of  public  school  appropriations,  shall  be  restricted 
to  a  maximum  increase  of  5  per  cent  over  the  preceding  biennium,  unless 
passed  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  both  houses.  This  provision  may  not 
give  state  tax  relief  to  the  extent  advocated. 

Expenditures  of  any  county,  city  and  county,  municipality  or  other 
pohtical  subdivision  (exclusive  of  bond  interest  and  redemption  charges) 
in  any  year  are  Hmited  to  an  increase  of  5  per  cent  over  the  preceding 
year,  unless  previously  authorized  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  qualified  elec- 
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tors,  by  a  majority  vote  at  any  election  held  for  that  purpose,  or  by  the 
State  Board  of  Equalization  in  such  manner  as  provided  by  law.  These 
constitutional  provisions  are  made  effective  until  June  30,  1935,  after 
which  the  Legislature  is  given  power  to  continue  them.  Does  this  not 
mean  that  the  Legislature  can  authorize  the  Board  of  Equalization  to 
relieve  the  5  per  cent  limitation? 

The  effect  on  local  taxation  of  limiting  increases  in  expenditures  to 
5  per  cent  over  the  preceding  year,  may  increase  rather  than  curtail 
expenditures.  To  the  extent  that  it  is  effective,  it  will  encourage  or  force 
bond  issue  financing,  rather  than  the  more  economical  pay'as'you'go 
financing.  Legislation  with  the  same  purpose  in  other  states  has  caused 
disastrous  effect  on  finances  of  municipalities  by  increasing  debt  charges 
to  too  large  a  portion  of  total  expenditures. 

Increased  School  Subvention 

The  amendment  provides  that  the  Legislature  shall  apportion  to  each 
county  an  amount  equal  to  that  required  by  Section  6,  Article  IX  of  the 
Constitution,  wherein  counties  shall  equal  the  State's  contribution  for 
elementary  schools  and  double  the  State's  contribution  for  high  schools. 
These  additional  apportionments  by  the  State  shall  be  considered  as 
though  derived  from  local  taxes. 

The  effect  of  the  increased  subvention  in  many  counties  would  be  to 
perpetuate,  at  the  expense  of  urban  areas,  present  units  of  education 
which  are  generally  held  by  educational  authorities  to  be  inefficient  and 
wasteful. 

The  direct  effect  of  the  provisions  relative  to  San  Francisco  would 
be  that  for  every  dollar  received  in  additional  grant  from  the  State,  the 
city  would  give  two  dollars  to  the  State  in  levy  from  all  tax  sources. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

The  Bureau  is  emphatically  in  favor  of  changing  the  constitutional 
basis  of  taxation  in  such  a  way  as  will  relieve  real  estate  of  the  unjust 
and  confiscatory  burden  now  placed  upon  it.  But  in  the  interest  of  San 
Francisco  taxpayers,  the  Bureau  cannot  justify  approval  of  Constitutional 
Amendment  No.  1. 

This  amendment,  by  "freezing"  into  the  Constitution  school  costs 
which  should  be  left  to  legislative  discretion  and  control,  not  only  makes 
impossible  any  economy  or  saving  in  school  expenditures,  but  has  the 
necessary  effect  of  loading  on  the  taxp>ayers  of  San  Francisco  and  other 
urban  communities  too  large  a  part  of  the  educational  costs  of  more 
sparsely  settled  territory,  all  without  any  legislative  control  over  the 
amount  or  method  of  expenditure  of  such  subventions. 

Fmthermore,  recognizing  that  adoption  of  the  amendment  will  leave 
an   enormous   deficit   in   the  State's  present   revenues,   the   amendment 
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authorizes  the  legislature  to  provide  the  residual  revenue  needed  by  ''any 
form  of  taxation  not  prohibited  by  the  Constitution".  No  one  knows 
what  this  will  mean.  Dead-locked  over  the  relative  merits  of  sales  taxes, 
income  taxes,  corporation  tax  surcharges,  inheritance  taxes  and  nuisance 
taxes,  the  legislature  failed  to  submit  a  complete  program  of  taxation, 
and  left  the  question  open  for  the  July  session.  The  recent  history  of 
legislative  tax  measures  indicates  to  the  Bureau  that  San  Francisco  busi- 
ness will  suffer  an  undue  share  of  the  burden  of  any  such  deficiency 
taxation.  At  least  the  citizens. of  San  Francisco  are  entitled  to  know  what 
substitute  for  the  present  system  is  to  be  adopted  and  how  it  will  affect 
them  before  signing  a  blank  check  of  constitutional  authorization  such 
as  is  contemplated  here.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  under  the  proposed 
amendment  the  burden  of  taxation  in  an  even  heavier  form  than  now  in 
force  will  come  back  on  many  of  our  real  estate  owners  and  taxpayers 
of  San  Francisco.  Therefore  it  is  recommended  that  the  amendment  be 
DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  2 
UNEMPLOYMENT  RELIEF  BONDS  —  APPROVED 

This  is  a  constitutional  amendment  for  authoriziing  the  issuance  of 
$20,000,000  of  State  bonds  for  meeting  unemployment  relief.  An  enabl- 
ing act  for  the  administration  of  such  relief  bonds  is  included  in  the 
amendment  for  approval. 

This  money  is  considered  necessary  to  secure  further  Federal  appro- 
priations for  unemployment  relief  and  is  to  be  given  to  counties  on  the 
basis  of  need  and  ability  to  repay  loans. 

The  enabling  act  provides  that  the  interest  and  redemption  charges 
on  such  bonds  be  met  by  counties  and  municipalities  borrowing  from  the 
State  and  does  not  contemplate  any  State  levies  for  such  purpose. 

Under  normal  conditions,  the  financing  of  current  expenditures,  such 
as  unemployment  relief,  should  be  met  from  current  revenues.  The 
finances  of  the  State  are  in  a  critical  condition  at  the  present  time  and 
revenues  v^^hich  may  be  obtained  from  other  sources  than  those  now 
available  will  be  necessary  to  fund  the  adopted  appropriation  bill.  The 
passage  of  the  Constitutional  Amendment  No.  30,  relating  to  taxation, 
will  make  the  condition  even  more  critical,  as  $78,000,000  of  additional 
school  charges  are  created. 

Although  the  liquidation  of  this  debt  by  the  counties,  with  the  use 
of  gas  tax  monies,  is  clearly  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  the  use  of 
gas  tax  money,  which,  when  authorizjed,  was  to  be  confined  solely  for 
highway  construction  and  maintenance,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  tremen- 
dous  needs  of  unemployment  relief  and  the  financial  straits  of  the  State 
are  such  as  to  warrant  a  departure  from  normal  usage.  Therefore,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  amendment  be  APPROVED. 
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Proposition  No.  3 
HORSE  RACING  — NO  ACTION 

This  proposition  being  regulatory  and  non-governmental,  is  not  acted 
upon  by  the  Bureau. 


Proposition  No.  4 

EXEMPTING  EDUCATIONAL  INSTITUTIONS  FROM 

TAXATION  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  amendment  to  the  Constitution  proposes  to  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion  any  private  educational  institution  of  less  than  collegiate  grade,  not 
conducted  for  profit.  The  property  to  be  held  exempt  from  taxation 
would  include  the  school  buildings  and  equipment,  the  grounds  within 
which  the  buildings  are  located  not  to  exceed  10  acres  and  its  securities 
and  income  used  exclusively  for  educational  purposes.  The  taxes  collected 
from  non'profit  schools  in  San  Francisco  amount  to  approximately  $32,000 
on  an  assessed  valuation  of  about  $800,000. 

A  constitutional  amendment  defeated  by  the  voters  in  November, 
1926,  proposed  to  exempt  from  taxation  schools  of  secondary  grade  not 
conducted  for  profit.  The  latest  amendment,  in  extending  the  provisions 
to  all  schools,  increases  the  scope  of  the  measure  proposed  in  1926. 

The  Bureau  disapproved  of  the  proposed  amendment  for  the  reasons 
that  considerable  property  would  be  exempted  from  taxation,  that  it  was 
considered  an  undesirable  extension  of  the  principle  of  exempting  prop' 
erty  from  taxation  and  that  the  needs  of  the  State  require  the  curtailment, 
rather  than  the  extension,  of  tax  exemptions.  This,  and  every  other  tax 
exemption  for  a  special  class  of  property,  means  a  tax  increase  for  the 
property  that  remains  under  taxation. 


Proposition  No.  5 

ASSESSING  PROPERTY  DAMAGED  BY  EARTHQUAKE  IN 

LOS  ANGELES  AND  ORANGE  COUNTIES  —  APPROVED 

The  measure,  as  proposed  by  the  State  Assembly,  will  permit  the 
assessors  of  Orange  and  Los  Angeles  counties  to  take  into  consideration 
the  effects  on  property  values  of  the  recent  earthquake  in  that  region, 
for  this  year  only.  The  State  Constitution  provides  that  assessors  must 
assess  the  property  as  of  the  first  Monday  in  March.  The  earthquake 
occurred  after  this  day  and  the  assessors  are  legally  unable  to  take  cogni' 
?anze  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  property  has  been  partially  or  entirely 
destroyed.  This  measure  will  permit  assessment  on  the  basis  of  the  con' 
dition  of  the  property  as  of  the  first  Monday  in  July,  1933. 

In  1906,  the  then  assessor  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
took  into  consideration  the  condition  and  value  of  property  after  the 
disaster  of  April  18,  1906,  although  no  legal  basis  existed  for  that  action. 
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The  Board  of  Equaliziation  later  gave  the  assessor's  acts  some  authority 
and  the  assessments  held  good,  although  based  on  valuations  obtained 
after  the  first  Monday  in  March. 

The  present  measure  will  legalize  the  reassessment  of  property  affected 
by  the  earthquake  following  the  San  Francisco  precedent,  will  not  extend 
beyond  this  year,  and  is  confined  solely  to  Los  Angeles  and  Orange 
counties. 


Proposition  No.  6 

STATE  BONDS  FOR  REFINANCING  IRRIGATION  AND 

RECLAMATION  DISTRICTS  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  measure,  if  approved  by  a  two-thirds  vote,  will  authorize  the 
issuance  of  bonds  up  to  $55,000,000  to  refinance  irrigation  and  reclama- 
tion districts  by  purchasing  outstanding  district  bonds.  The  District 
Finance  Act  of  1933  is  ratified  by  this  ballot  measure  and  the  refunding 
program  will  be  carried  out  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  by  the  Cali- 
fornia District  Securities  Commission.  The  bonds  will  be  a  State  obliga- 
tion, will  bear  a  maximum  interest  rate  of  5  per  cent  and  have  a  maxi- 
mum life  of  50  years.  The  districts  will  deposit  a  new  issue  of  refunding 
bonds  v/ith  the  State  and  a  sufficient  amount  of  State  bonds  will  be  sold 
for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  outstanding  bonds  of  the  district  being 
refinanced.  The  interest  and  redemption  charges  will  be  paid  out  of  the 
State  general  fund,  which  will  be  reimbursed  by  assessments  paid  by  the 
refinanced  districts.  The  California  District  Securities  Commission  is 
granted  the  power  to  take  over  levying  and  collection  of  assessments,  if 
the  district  directors  fail  or  neglect  to  levy  an  assessment. 

This  bond  issue  proposal  will  use  State  credit  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
irrigation  and  reclamation  projects  that  are  now  experiencing  financial 
difficulties.  The  fact  that  some  of  these  districts  have  already  defaulted, 
and  others  are  faced  with  that  condition,  indicates  that  the  State  will 
in  all  probability  be  forced  to  pay  an  indeterminate  amount  of  the  costs 
involved.  The  State's  financial  situation  at  the  present  time,  due  to  sub- 
stantial deficits,  is  not  able  to  bear  an  additional  burden. 

This  measure  establishes  a  new  policy  in  State  financial  aid  for  political 
subdivisions  of  the  State.  If  irrigation  and  reclamation  districts  are  entitled 
to  assistance,  all  of  the  school,  road,  toll  bridge  and  other  districts  are 
entitled  to  the  same  consideration,  if  or  when  in  financial  difficulties. 
The  policy  might  easily  be  envoked  for  municipalities,  counties  and  other 
political  subdivisions,  as  these  also  are  formed  under  and  by  State 
authority.  According  to  the  latest  figures  and  information  available, 
there  are  scores  of  school  and  other  districts  in  default  at  the  present 
time,  involving  over  $100,000,000.  Some  of  these  school  districts  are  in 
irrigation    and   reclamation   districts.    The   holders   of  these   bonds   are 
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equally   entitled  to   aid,   if  irrigation   and  reclamation   bondholders   are 
given  the  assistance  provided  by  this  Act. 

The  measure,  in  effect,  places  the  responsibility  for  local  benefits  and 
improvements  on  the  State  and  establishes  the  precedent  for  political 
subdivisions  to  appeal  to  the  State  Legislature  for  financial  aid  and  tax 
relief. 


Proposition  No.  7 

DECLARING  EFFECTIVE  DATES  OF  ACTS  OF  THE 

LEGISLATURE  FOR  1933— APPROVED 

This  proposed  amendment  to  the  State  Constitution  declares  all  acts 
passed  by  the  present  Legislature  on  or  before  July  16,  1933,  shall  become 
efiFective  90  days  after  May  22nd,  except  acts  effective  immediately  under 
provisions  of  the  Constitution.  Referendum  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion remain  effective,  if  petitions  are  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
within  90  days  after  May  22,   1933. 

Under  existing  constitutional  provisions,  the  acts  of  the  Legislature 
become  effective  90  days  after  final  adjournment.  The  Legislature,  how 
ever,  was  forced  to  recess  until  after  the  June  27th  election,  in  order  to 
consider  matters  voted  upon  at  the  special  election.  This  will  place 
the  final  adjournment  date  several  weeks  later  than  ordinary  legislative 
sessions. 


Proposition  No.  8 
COUNTY  GOVERNMENT  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  the  Constitution  proposes  to  transfer  from  the 
State  Legislature  to  the  boards  of  supervisors  of  the  various  counties, 
the  authority  to  regulate  the  compensation  of  all  county  officers,  except 
municipal  court  judges,  district  attorneys,  auditors  and  supervisors,  and 
the  authority  to  regulate  the  appointment,  terms  and  compensation  of  all 
deputies  and  employees.  The  Act  also  would  validate  a  new  section  of 
the  Political  Code  enacted  by  the  present  Legislature,  relating  to  super- 
visors' powers  and  duties  as  to  county  and  township  offices,  deputies  and 
employees. 

The  Act  does  not  apply  to  charter  cities  and  counties  and  therefore 
does  not  affect  San  Francisco.  This  measure  permits  of  an  extension  of 
the  principle  of  home  rule,  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  and  therefore 
the  Bureau  recommends  this  measure  be  approved. 


Propositions  9  and  10 

DIVERTING  GASOLINE  TAX  FUNDS  FOR  THE  BIENNIUM 

ENDING  JUNE  30,  1933,  AND  JUNE  30,  1935  —  APPROVED 

The  State  Legislature  has  submitted  to  the  voters  the  question  as  to 
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whether  or  not  gasoHne  tax  funds  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of 
interest  and  redemption  of  all  outstanding  highway  bond  issues  for  the 
present  biennium  ending  June  30,  1933,  and  the  next  biennium  ending 
June  30,  1935.  The  total  amount  of  these  charges  amount  to  $8,779,75'0 
for  the  present  biennium  and  $8,449,326  for  the  next  period,  or  a  total 
of  $17,229,076. 

The  highway  bonds  were  authorized  by  the  voters  in  1909,  1915,  and 
1919,  and  the  total  authorized  amounts  of  these  issues  was  $73,000,000. 
The  basis  of  the  existing  highway  system  was  provided  by  these  bond 
funds,  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  present  gasoline  tax. 

These  proposals  are  administration  measures,  designed  to  aid  a  critical 
State  financial  condition  caused  by  a  large  deficit  in  the  current  State 
budget  and  the  possibility  of  a  deficit  of  many  millions  of  dollars  for  the 
next  biennium.  Due  to  this  serious  financial  crisis,  all  previous  pledges  or 
programs,  even  though  of  some  importance,  must  be  temporarily  set  aside, 
in  order  that  the  State's  credit  and  financial  standing  be  protected.  The 
proposals  do  not  carry  beyond  the  next  biennium  and  are,  therefore, 
strictly  relief  measures  during  the  existence  of  depression  conditions. 

Furthermore,  the  Act  stating  the  purposes  for  which  counties  may 
expend  funds  received  from  the  State  vehicle  license  tax  and  so-called 
weight  tax,  specifically  includes  the  payment  of  interest  and  redemption 
of  bonds  used  to  finance  road  and  highway  construction.  The  State's 
share  of  these  funds  is  estimated  to  amount  to  approximately  $10,000,000 
during  the  next  biennium.  On  the  theory  that  payment  of  bond  interest 
and  redemption  by  counties  from  these  funds  is  sound,  the  same  action 
by  the  State  can  be  considered  reasonable. 

The  State  will  receive  $16,000,000  in  Federal  aid  for  highway  con' 
struction  as  its  share  of  the  Federal  unemployment  relief  funds,  which 
practically  offsets  the  amount  proposed  to  be  diverted  for  payment  of 
highway  bond  interest  and  redemption  charges.  The  result  is  that  there 
will  be  practically  no  change  necessary  in  the  highway  construction 
program. 


Proposition  No.  11 
SCHOOL  BONDS 

The  $3,000,000  school  bond  issue  referendum  is  an  outgrowth  of 
the  Fremont  School  fire  which  refixed  the  attention  of  the  Board  of 
Education  and  the  people  on  the  fact  that  a  number  of  existing  school 
buildings  are  of  wooden  construction. 

"The  proposed  issue  is  for  $3,000,000,  dated  September  1,  1933,  with 
interest  not  to  exceed  six  per  cent,  and  payable  $75,000  annually  for  40 
years   beginning   September    1,    1934.    The   program   submitted   by   the 
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Board  of  Education  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  requesting  that  a 
bond  issue  be  submitted  for  electorate  approval,  is  entirely  for  elementary 
school  construction  and  contains  10  replacements,  two  major  reconstruc' 
tions  and  the  replacement  of  two  small  structures.  These  buildings  are 
of  wood  construction,  with  shingle  roofs,  and  with  the  exception  of  one, 
have  wooden  stair  wells.  All  of  these  buildings  are  stated  to  be  provided 
adequately  with  exterior  fire  escapes. 

These  buildings  were  constructed  during  the  period  of  1892  to  1919, 
inclusive.  Of  the  twelve  major  buildings  to  be  replaced  or  reconstructed, 
seven  were  built  from  bond  issues  which  have  not  been  wholly'  paid  for. 
The  remaining  redemptions  range  from  4  to  8  years. 

In  1923  the  Board  of  Education  developed  a  program  of  building 
replacement  and  expansion.  Bonds  were  issued  for  $12,000,000  to  be 
used  exclusively  for  replacements  and  for  elimination  of  so'called  fire 
ha-ards.  New  building  construction  for  expansion  was  to  be  built  on 
the  basis  of  current  levies — pay-as-you-go.  It  is  stated  that  one-third  of 
the  $12,000,000  was  diverted  to  expansion  construction  instead  of 
replacement,  leaving  the  buildings  now  programed  for  improvement. 
The  Bureau  opposed  the  issuance  of  $12,000,000  at  that  time  on  the 
grounds  that  pay-as-you-go  is  the  proper  basis  for  financing  school  build- 
ings, but  agreed  that  a  portion  of  that  amount  could,  under  circumstances, 
be  paid  by  a  bond  issue,  in  view  of  the  tremendously  large  program. 

In  the  fiscal  year  1931-32  a  crisis  obtained  in  fiscal  financing  and 
provision  for  unemployment  relief.  Therefore,  new  building  construction 
was  omitted  from  the  current  levy  by  the  Board  of  Education.  Likewise, 
no  provision  was  made  in  1932-33  or  in  the  adopted  budget  for  1933-34. 
In  1931  a  bond  issue  of  $3,500,000  was  proposed  for  school  construction 
in  view  of  the  emergency  created  by  necessity  of  providing  for  unem- 
ployment relief,  in  keeping  down  the  tax  rate,  and  providing  additional 
employments  to  alleviate  the  unemployment  condition.  The  proposed 
bonds  provided  a  20-year  redemption  period,  with  no  redemption  for 
the  first  five  years.  The  Bureau  contended  that  this  period  was  too  long 
and  should  be  modified  to  a  basis  of  12-year  bonds.  These  bonds  were 
for  the  purpose  of  permitting  abandonment  of  frame  buildings  considered 
as  hazardous  for  school  purposes  and  permitted  also  the  abandonment 
of  thirty  or  more  frame,  bungalow  school  rooms. 

The  redemption  period  of  forty  years  provided  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors is  unreasonable  to  the  extreme.  As  previously  mentioned,  seven 
of  the  structures  being  replaced  are  not  wholly  paid  for,  the  bonds  cov- 
ering periods  of  35  or  40  years.  The  Bureau  is  convinced  that  the  pay-as- 
you-go  plan,  by  the  elimination  of  interest  charges,  represents  a  cheaper 
method  of  school  construction  than  the  bond  issue  plan  and  believes  that 
if  a  bond  issue  should  become  expedient,  due  to  taxpayers'  inability  to 
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pay  for  construction  by  current  levy,  the  term  of  the  bonds  should  be 
relatively  short  in  an  approach  toward  the  payas'you'go  plan.  The  40' 
year  plan  will  double  the  cost  of  construction.  In  other  words,  for  every 
hundred  dollars  of  construction,  the  taxpayers  will  pay  $200.00.  Believ 
ing  that  the  method  of  financing  these  bonds  is  fundamentally  unsound, 
and  that  the  proposition  with  a  maximum  redemption  period  of  12  years 
can  be  submitted  to  the  electorate  in  November,  if  necessary,  the  proposi' 
tion  is  DISAPPROVED. 
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San  Francisco  Municipal  Salayies 

Now  pending  before  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  as  part 
of  the  Board's  consideration  of  the  1934-35  budget,  is  the  municipal  salary 
question — Shall  the  Board,  under  Section  70.1  of  the  charter,  declare 
that  the  existing  public  emergency,  which  was  declared  in  April,  1933,  is 
anticipated  to  continue  through  the  fiscal  year  1934-35,  and,  as  a  conse- 
quence, continue  the  municipal  pay  deductions,  averaging  less  than  11% 
and  amounting  to  about  ^2,500,000? — Or  shall  the  Board  refuse  to  declare 
the  emergency,  thus  automatically  increasing  present  rates  of  pay  and 
present  tax  burdens  by  ^2,500,000? 

This  report,  based  on  a  lengthy  study  by  the  San  Francisco  Bureau 
of  Governmental  Research,  shows — (1)  That  the  emergency  condition 
of  1933  still  exists  and  should  be  declared  by  the  Supervisors;  and  (2) 
that  from  the  standpoint  of  equity,  the  present  rates  of  pay  in  the  San 
Francisco  municipal  service  (after  the  deduction,  averaging  11%)  are 
comparatively  high,  and  should  not  be  increased  under  existing  business 
conditions,  with  a  consequent  increase  of  about  36c  per  ^100  in  the 
tax  rate. 


On  April  4,  1933,  the  voters  approved  a  charter  amendment  author' 
izing  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  by  threc'fourths  vote,  in  any  case  of  actual 
emergency  due  to  "extraordinary  economic  conditions,"  (1)  to  declare 
such  emergency;  (2)  to  fix  the  anticipated  time  during  which  such  emer' 
gency  shall  continue,  but  not  beyond  the  end  of  the  then  current  fiscal 
year,  unless  declared  after  January  1  of  any  year,  in  which  case  (to 
facilitate  the  preparation  of  the  budget  for  the  succeeding  fiscal  year) 
the  emergency  may  be  anticipated  to  continue  until  the  end  of  such 
succeeding  fiscal  year;  and  (3)  during  such  emergency  to  provide  for  a 
deduction  in  municipal  salaries,  averaging  about  11%,  and  ranging  from 
a  minimum  of  not  to  exceed  3%  on  salaries  of  $101  to  $120  per  month, 
up  to  a  maximum  of  20%  on  salaries  of  $1000  per  month. 

When  the  1933  charter  amendment  was  ratified  by  the  Legislature 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  by  the  necessary  three-fourths  vote,  declared 
the  emergency  and  specified  that  such  emergency  was  anticipated  to  con' 
tinue  to  June  30,  1934,  the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year.  The  salary 
deductions  were  voted  by  the  Supervisors,  under  authority  of  the  amend' 
ment,  on  April  24,  1933,  and  were  applied  during  the  last  two  months 
of  the  1932'33  fiscal  year.  In  addition,  such  deductions  were  reflected  in 
the  1933-34  budget  appropriations,  to  the  extent  of  approximately 
$2,570,000. 
Comparative  Study  of  Rates  Paid  in  San  Francisco  and  Other  Cities: 

Early  in  1934  it  became  apparent  that  controversy  would  develop  over 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  emergency  conditions  of  1933  still  existed, 
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and,  if  so,  whether  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  vote  to  declare  such 
emergency  for  the  fiscal  year  1934-35  and  thereby  continue  the  $2,500,000 
of  pay  deductions. 

The  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  was  of  the  opinion  that  the 
subject  might  be  clarified  by  an  analysis  of  San  Francisco  municipal 
salaries,  both  before  and  after  the  deductions,  in  comparison  with  salaries 
paid  in  San  Francisco  private  employment  and,  for  purely  governmental 
services,  with  salaries  paid  in  other  large  cities  and  counties. 

Such  a  study  has  been  made;  this  report,  based  thereon — and  the 
accompanying  tables  listing  San  Francisco's  rates  for  120  classes  of 
employment  in  comparison  with  rates  paid  elsewhere — shows  the  equities 
involved  in  continuing  the  salary  deductions  or  in  increasing  San  Fran- 
Cisco  municipal  salaries  and  wages  back  to  their  former  levels.  This  matter 
of  equity  is  worthy  of  consideration,  as  part  of  the  question  now  before 
city  officials,  of  re-declaring  the  emergency  and  continuing  the  salary 
deductions,  in  whole  or  in  part,  far  the  next  fiscal  year;  or  on  the  other 
hand,  taking  no  action  in  the  matter  of  declaring  the  emergency,  thereby 
automatically  increasing  the  salary  and  wage  rates  back  to  their  former 
level. 

The  tables  included  in  this  report  show  the  present  rates  paid  by  the 
City  after  the  application  of  the  appropriate  percentage  of  reduction,  and 
the  rates  paid  prior  to  such  deduction,  in  comparison  with  present  rates 
paid  in  1 5  large  cities  throughout  the  country,  together  with  1 1  cities  and 
counties  in  California.  For  many  of  the  services  that  are  common  to 
both  government  and  business,  comparison  is  also  shown  with  the  rates 
paid  in  private  employment  by  over  100  firms  in  San  Francisco.  For  the 
so'called  "per  diem""  services,  the  comparison  is  made  primarily  with  the 
"highest  general  prevailing  rates"  paid  in  private  employment  in  San 
Francisco. 

Details  of  the  Comparative  Rate  Tables: 

The  Bureau  attempted  to  secure  comparative  salary  data  from  27 
cities  and  12  counties,  and  from  the  school  districts  and  water,  railway 
and  other  utility  departments  in  these  cities.  Information  could  not  be 
secured,  however,  from  a  number  of  these  governmental  units  and 
therefore  could  not  be  included  in  this  report.  Among  such  cities  and 
counties  for  which  camparative  data  are  lacking  are  New  York,  Chicago, 
New  Orleans,  Cook  County  (Chicago),  Wayne  County  (Detroit),  Cuya- 
haga  County  (Cleveland),  and  others.  For  other  cities,  information  could 
be  secured  only  on  certain  services,  principally  fire  and  police,  and  there' 
fore  the  comparative  data  from  such  cities  is  shown  for  only  a  few  of 
the  classifications  tabulated  in  the  following  tables.  Among  such  cities 
are  Washington,  D.  C,  Long  Beach,  Newark,  Portland  and  others. 

A  few  of  the  classifications  for  which  comparative  data  are  included 
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in  the  following  tables  are  based  on  a  relatively  small  number  of  employ- 
ments in  the  San  Francisco  municipal  service.  It  was  felt  necessary  to 
include  these,  however,  so  that  the  comparative  figures  included  in  the 
report  would  cover  every  department  in  the  city  service  and  every  '''gen' 
eral"  classification  group.  On  the  other  hand,  various  classifications,  includ' 
ing  relatively  larger  numbers  of  employments — such  as  the  promotional 
classes  in  the  fire,  police  and  school  departments — are  not  included  in  the 
report,  although  the  comparative  figures  have  been  reported  to  the  Bureau. 
This  omission  is  simply  for  the  purpose  of  saving  space  in  a  report  that 
is  already  quite  lengthy.  The  Bureau  analysis  shows  that  San  Francisco's 
relative  standing  for  such  promotional  classes,  in  comparison  with  rates 
paid  in  other  communities,  is  accurately  reflected  in  the  comparative  data 
shown  for  the  large  groups  of,  respectively,  police  officers,  firemen,  and 
teachers  in  elementary,  junior  high  and  high  school  grades. 

The  rates  paid  by  San  Francisco  and  the  other  citiea  and  counties 
reporting  are  arranged  in  order  of  amount,  the  highest  rate  being  shown 
first.  Where  data  from  another  city  or  from  private  employers  in  San 
Francisco  shows  a  range  in  compensation  from  minimum  to  maximum, 
which  could  not  be  broken  down  on  the  basis  of  the  information  supplied 
to  the  Bureau,  the  maximum  rate  was  used  in  determining  the  relative 
place  in  the  tables.  In  many  cases  the  figures  reported  to  the  Bureau 
represent  a  "salary  range"  that  may  be  applied  to  a  classification,  without, 
however^  any  information  as  to  whether  any  employments  in  such  city 
are  actually  paid  the  maximum  amount  that  is  listed. 

Where  the  rates  paid  by  the  City  for  the  so-called  ''per  diem"  services 
were  compared  only  with  the  ''highest  general  prevailing  rates"  paid  in 
private  employment  in  San  Francisco,  the  tabulation  of  the  47  classifica- 
tions included  in  this  group  had  to  be  set  up  in  a  form  different  from  that 
used  for  the  other  73  classifications.  The  tabulation  showing  these  com- 
parisons is  included  as  the  final  table  in  the  report.  In  two  classifications 
where  the  City's  compensation  rate  is  on  a  monthly  basis,  and  the  rate 
paid  in  outside  employmentj  is  on  a  per  diem  basis,  and  in  two  other 
classifications  where  the  City's  rate  is  fixed  on  a  per  diem  basis  and  the 
outside  rate  is  on  a  per  hour  basis,  the  comparative  analysis  of  the  higher 
rate  had  to  be  derived  by  computing  the  maximum  possible  earnings,  per 
month  or  per  day,  respectively. 

San  Francisco  Present  Rates  Are  Comparatively  High: 

The  comparative  rates  shown  in  the  following  pages  demonstrate  that 
the  San  Francisco  municipal  pay  scale  is  relatively  high.  Comparative 
rates  are  listed  for  120  classifications,  two  of  which  are  duplicated  in  the 
"per  diem"  and  the  general  comparative  tabulations.  These  were  selected 
to  cover  all  departments  and  to  include  classifications  in  which  a  number 
of  employees  were  grouped.    One-job   and   two-job  classifications  were 
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excluded;  likewise  promotional  classes  in  departments  where  data  could 
be  secured  on  the  more  numerous  "rank  and  file"  positions. 

ON  THE  BASIS  OF  PRESENT  SAN  FRANCISCO  RATES— that 

is,  if  the  present  salary  deductions  are  continued — a  summary  of  the  fol- 
lowing tables  shows: 

That  for  the  47  "per  diem"  classifications,  the  rate  paid  by  the  City 
in  comparison  with  the  "highest  general  prevailing"  rate  paid  in  pri- 
vate employment  in  San  Francisco,  is  higher  in  41  classifications;  is 
equal  in  1  classification  and  is  lower  in  only  5  classifications. 

That  for  the  other  73  general  classifications,  the  rate  paid  by  the 
City  is  the  highest  in  35  classifications;  is  second  highest  in  15  classifi- 
cations; is.  third  highest  in  10  classifications;  and  fourth  or  lower  in 
only  13  classifications. 

That  in  every  classification,  the  rate  paid  by  San  Francisco  is  above 
the  average. 

IF  THE  SALARY  DEDUCTIONS  ARE  NOT  CONTINUED,  with 
the  result  that  the  former  rates  are  restored,  a  summary  of  the  following 
tables  shows: 

That  for  the  47  "per  diem"  classifications,  the  rate  paid  by  the  City 
in  comparison  with  the  "highest  general  prevailing"  rate  paid  in  private 
employment  in  San  Francisco  will  be  higher  in  43  classifications;  will 
be  equal  in  2  classifications,  and  will  be  lower  in  only  2  classifications. 

That  for  the  remaining  75  general  classifications  listed,  the  San 
Francisco  rate  will  be  the  highest  in  60  classifications;  will  be  second 
highest  in  12  classifications,  and  will  be  third  highest  in  only  1  classi- 
fication. 

To  recapitulate  the  above  summaries:  The  present  San  Francisco  rates 
are  the  highest  in  77  (or  64%)  of  the  120  classifications  listed  in  this 
report.  If  the  former  City  rates  are  restored,  the  City's  rates  will  be  the 
highest  in  105  (or  87.5%)  of  the  120  classifications  shown. 

The  comparative  data  included  in  this  report  shows  that  the  continua- 
tion  of  the  present  salary  deductions — by  the  adoption,  by  three-fourths 
vote  of  the  Supervisors,  of  a  resolution  declaring  the  continuance  of  the 
emergency  and  continuing  the  existing  rates  of  salary  deduction — will  not 
work  a  hardship  on  city  officials  and  employees. 

Although  the  time  element  has  not  permitted  a  comparative  analysis 
of  the  City's  salary  schedule,  as  a  whole,  with  the  entire  pay  schedule 
of  each  of  the  other  cities  reporting,  it  seems  obvious  from  a  study  of 
the  various  tables  that  the  San  Francisco  present  pay-schedule,  taken  as  a 
whole,  is  higher  than  that  of  any  other  city  reporting. 

It  should  not  be  the  objective  of  our  City  officials  at  any  time,  and  par- 
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ticularly  in  times  such  as  these,  to  endeavor  to  pay  each  classification  of 
city  employment  a  rate  higher  than  the  highest  paid  in  local  private 
employment  or  equal  to  or  higher  than  the  highest  found  among  all  other 
cities  throughout  the  country. 

Such  "top"  rates,  however,  are  now  found  in  a  large  number  of 
classifications  as  outlined  above,  even  under  the  existing  schedule  of  pay 
deductions.  In  no  case  reported  does  the  rate  now  paid  by  San  Francisco 
fall  below  the  median  of  all  rates  reported  to  the  Bureau,  as  shown  in 
the  following  tables,  and  in  only  one  case,  courtroom  clerk,  does  the  rate 
now  paid  by  San  Francisco  fall  below  the  average  rate  shown  as  paid 
by  the  various  cities  and  counties  and  in  private  employment  in  San 
Francisco. 

Business  Improvements  to  Date,  No  Basis  for  City  Wage  Increase: 

The  San  Francisco  Federation  of  Municipal  Employees,  in  the  publicity 
it  has  issued  and  in  the  statements  of  its  representatives,  emphasizes  the 
element  of  business  improvement  during  the  past  year — the  many  indi' 
vidual  cases  of  1933  surpluses  instead  of  1932  deficits,  greater  individual 
gross  incomes,  increased  business  activities,  etc. — as  a  basis  for  restoring 
the  former  rates  of  pay. 

The  extent  of  the  error  in  the  Federation's  conclusions,  based  on 
these  factors,  is  indicated  by  the  following:  The  national  "produced  in- 
come" is  ofiicially  estimated  as  83  billion  dollars  for  1929;  as  39.4  billion 
dollars  for  1932;  and  as  40.7  biUion  dollars  for  1933. 

If  business  improves  as  much  as  25%  in  1934,  the  national  income — 
and  the  income  of  San  Francisco  taxpayers  and  business  men — will  still  be 
far  short  of  the  1929  peak,  and  far  short  of  the  ability  to  pay  1929  peak 
wages  to  City  employees. 

Comparative  Advantages  Enjoyed  by  San  Francisco  Municipal  Employees: 
Various  factors  that  operate  to  the  benefit  of  employees  in  general  and 
particularly  San  Francisco  municipal  employees,  are  usually  overlooked  in 
all  discussions  of  the  San  Francisco  salary  question. 

One  of  such  advantages  .'s,  that  although  the  cost  of  living  has  dropped 
steadily  from  1929  to  1933  and  has  risen  but  slightly  from  1933  to  date, 
the  San  Francisco  municipal  salaries  were  not  reduced  until  May,  1933. 
The  most  recent  report  of  the  National  Industrial  Conference  Board, 
based  largely  on  retail  food  and  other  costs  compiled  by  the  United  States 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  shows  that  the  cost  of  living  index-number  as 
of  February,  1934,  was  78.3,  as  compared  with  an  index  of  100  in  1923 
and  in  1929.  The  effect  of  this  factor  is  that  the  San  Francisco  municipal 
employees,  with  an  average  deduction  in  pay  of  less  than  11%  since 
May,  1933,  have  benefited  since  1929,  and  benefit  today  by  a  decrease  in 
the  cost  of  living,  which  is  still  22%  below  1929  levels. 
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Another  point  usually  overlooked  in  discussion  of  the  San  Francisco 
municipal  pay  question  is  that  the  purchasing  power  of  the  dollar  has 
been  high  during  the  period  of  the  depression  in  comparison  with  the 
level  of  1929  ($1,049)  and  is  at  the  present  time  estimated  at  $1.38  as 
compared  with  $1.00  in   1926. 

Still  another  factor  commonly  overlooked  is  that  San  Francisco  tax- 
payers finance  a  pension  system  applicable  to  all  general  employees  and 
teachers.  The  average  city  maintains  a  pension  system  for  firemen  and 
policemen  only.  In  San  Francisco,  although  general  employees  and  teachers 
contribute,  jointly  with  the  taxpayers,  toward  the  major  part  of  the  cost  of 
their  pension  system,  police  officers  contribute  less  than  1%,  and  firemen 
make  no  contribution  whatsoever.  It  is  estimated  that  the  taxpayers' 
contribution  toward  municipal  pension  reserves  and;  payments  is  nearly 
16%  ol  current  payroll  costs  for  fire  and  police  pensions  (these  pensions 
are  on  a  non-reserve  basis),  of  7.5%  of  payroll  costs  for  general  employees 
and  teachers,  and  an  average  of  9.7%  of  payroll  for  all  employees. 

The  San  Francisco  municipal  employees,  with  a  pay  deduction  of  less 
than  11%,  applicable  only  during  the  past  year,  have  suffered  nothing  like 
the  reductions  that  were  necessary  in  industry,  or  in  private  employment 
in  San  Francisco,  and  have  suffered  less  reduction  than  in  other  cities, 
where,  as  the  following  tables  show,  lower  rates  are  paid,  and  where  the 
average  pay  reduction  has  amounted  to  17.2%  ("Public  Management," 
April,  1934). 

Other  favorable  factors  not  usually  mentioned  include  two  weeks' 
vacation  with  pay  for  all  employees,  including  those  on  a  per-diem  basis 
— the  latter  is  not  customary  in  private  employment,  the  rates  for  which 
are  used  herein  for  comparison  with  the  City's  per  diem  rates.  Also,  in 
comparison  with  private  employment,  a  high  degree  of  security  in  the 
position  each  City  employee  holds.  In  addition,  municipal  employees, 
except  those  engaged  on  municipally-owned  utilities,  are  exempt  from 
income  tax. 

Wage  Adjustment  in  Industry: 

In  the  discussion  of  the  problem  as  to  whether  San  Francisco  municipal 
salaries  are  to  be  continued  on  the  present  basis  of  an  average  of  less  than 
11%  deduction,  or  are  to  be  increased,  those  favoring  the  increase  make 
reference  to  recent  wage  increases  in  various  branches  of  industry. 

Largely  as  a  result  of  policies  urged  on  industry  by  Federal  NRA 
officials  such  increases  as  reported  by  the  press  have  amounted  to  10% 
of  existing  wages  in  the  auto,  steel  and  various  other  industrial  groups. 
Compilations  issued  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  show  such 
existing  rates  as  of  December,  1933,  to  average  57.75  cents  per  hour. 
A  10%  increase  applied  to  such  average  would  produce  a  rate  of  62.5c 
per  hour — ^25  per  40  hour  week,   or  ^18.75  per  30  hour  week.    Such 
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rates  and  the  weekly  or  monthly  earnings  derived  therefrom  (^81  to  ^108 
per  month)  are  far  below  the  actual  or  average  rates  in  the  San  Francisco 
municipal  service.  Therefore,  there  is  no  real  value  in  the  comparison 
of  increases  in  industry,  as  a  basis  for  urging  that  San  Francisco  pay-rates 
be  increased. 

This  point  is  further  borne  out  by  the  statistics  compiled  and  charts 
issued  by  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  National  Industrial 
Conference  Board,  and  various  other  groups  or  organizations  that  have 
attempted  to  compile  and  present  information  showing  the  current  situa' 
tion  in  comparison  with  prcdepression  conditions.  A  series  of  statistics 
compiled  and  charts  issued  by  the  Review  of  Reviews  under  date  of 
March,  1934,  shows  that  wage  payments,  considering  1926  as  100%,  or 
index  No.  100,  had  decreased  to  approximately  44%  in  1934.  (The  same 
chart  shows  that  cost  of  government,  considering  1926  as  index  No.  100, 
had  mounted  in  1933  to  over  140%.) 

President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  has  pointed  out  the  wide  disparity 
between  industrial  and  governmental  compensations  and  the  inconsistency 
of  urging  increases  in  governmental  compensations  simply  because  industry 
is  increasing,  or  is  being  urged  to  increase,  wages  paid  in  industry.  The 
President  in  his  budget  message  transmitted  to  Congress  under  date  of 
January,  3,  1934,  stated  as  follows: 

"It  is  eminently  fair  that,  the  cost  of  living  having  fallen  as  com- 
pared with  1928,  the  employees  of  the  Government  sustain  some 
reduction  in  compensation.  This  is  not  inconsistent  with  our  j>olicy 
of  advocating  an  increase  in  wages  in  industry.  For  wages  there 
(in  industry)  had  fallen  far  beyond  any  reduction  contemplated  for 
Federal  employees  and  in  most  grades  are  even  now  substantially 
below  compensation  paid  Federal  employees  under  the  maximum 
reduction  of  15  per  cent." 

The  above  quoted  statement  of  the  President  was  made  in  connection 
with  his  recommendation  that  the  15%  reduction  in  Federal  salaries  be 
reduced  to  10%  as  of  July  1,  1934  (approximately  equal  to  the  average 
rate  of  deduction  now  applied  to  San  Francisco  municipal  compensation). 

When  the  President's  recommendations  were  overruled  by  the  Con- 
gress, resulting  in  the  veto  of  the  "Independent  Ofl&ces  Bill,"  the  President 
in  his  veto  message  of  March  27,  1934,  stated  as  follows: 

"This  bill  increases  the  compensation  for  employees  of  the  United 
States  Government  ^125,000,000  over  my  budget  estimates  for  this 
purpose.  I  have  great  sympathy  for  the  employees,  but  I  cannot 
forget  that  millions  of  American  citizens  are  today  still  without 
employment,  and  the  reduction  in  compensation  of  Federal  employees 
has  been,  and  still  is,  on  the  average,  less  than  the  reduction  in  com- 
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pensadon  that  has  been  patiently  endured  by  those  citizens  not  in 
the  employ  of  the  United  States  Government." 

The  same  observation  can  be  made  with  respect  to  San  Francisco 
municipal  salaries,  which,  as  stated,  have  suffered  an  average  deduction 
of  less  than  11%. 

Salary  Deductions  in  Other  Cities: 

In  the  April  issue  of  'Tublic  Management"  a  report  is  made  showing 
the  extent  of  salary  reductions  in  cities  under  city-manager  government, 
including  also  all  cities  of  over  100,000  population.  This  report  also 
refers  to  salary  restoration  made  by  some  of  these  cities. 

The  report  states  that  201  cities  out  of  210  have  reduced  salaries  an 
average  of  17%.  It  also  shows  that  salaries  in  50  cities  of  over  100,000 
population  have  been  reduced  an  average  of  17.4%  since  January  1,  1930. 
This  average,  it  should  be  noted,  is  considerably  higher  than  the  average 
salary  deduction  in  San  Francisco,  which,  as  previously  stated,  is  less 
than  11%. 

The  report  shows  that  three  cities  have  restored  salary  cuts  and  37 
others  have  made  partial  restorations.  Of  the  cities  having  more  than 
100,000  population,  Atlanta  reduced  its  average  salary  deduction  from 
17.1%  to  13%,  and  increased  the  average  reduction  for  school  employees 
from  17.4%  to  21%.  In  Baltimore,  where  reductions  had  ranged  from  5% 
to  10%,  restoration  amounted  to  one-half  in  the  medium  brackets  and  one- 
quarter  for  salaries  over  $2100.  In  Camden,  where  the  pay  deduction 
amounted  to  30%,  this  was  reduced  to  15%.  In  Cincinnati,  where  the  cuts 
ranged  from  5%  to  20%,  restoration  was  made  of  the  first  5%  on  salaries 
up  to  $3000  per  year.  In  Detroit,  where  the  deduction  averaged  25%, 
1Ya%  has  been  restored  for  firemen  and  14}/2%  for  policemen.  In  Lynn, 
Mass.,  where  a  10%  voluntary  donation  had  been  in  effect,  this  was 
terminated  in  January,  1934.  In  Nashville,  where  the  cuts  ranged  from 
5%  to  10%,  approximately  one-half  was  restored.  In  New  Haven,  where 
a  20%  cut  was  in  effect,  this  was  reduced  to  15%.  In  Springfield,  where 
cuts  amounted  to  15%,  this  was  reduced  to  10%  as  of  March,  1934,  and 
will  be  reduced  to  5%  as  of  December,  1934. 

Analysis  of  the  scale  of  pay  deductions  in  the  various  cities  reported 
shows  that  with  few  exceptions  the  rate  of  reduction  exceeds  the  average 
rate  of  reduction  now  in  effect  in  San  Francisco.  Also  that  in  the  case  of 
restoration  of  pay  cuts  reported  by  the  various  cities,  in  more  than  half 
the  cities  the  percentage  of  deduction  still  in  effect  is  higher  than  the 
average  deduction  in  San  Francisco. 

As  another  very  important  point,  it  should  be  noted,  as  shown  in 
the  following  tables,  that  the  rates  of  pay  in  cities  included  in  this  report 
and  in  which  pay  cuts  have  been  partially  restored — Baltimore,  Cincinnati, 
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Detroit,  etc. — are  lower  than  the  present  rates  of  pay  in  San  Francisco 
after  the  current  rate  of  reduction  is  applied. 

The  problem  of  restoring  pay  cuts  in  San  Francisco  or  in  any  other 
city  is  a  problem  of  raising  the  funds  to  meet  the  increased  payroll  ex- 
pense, and  providing  such  additional  funds,  together  with  any  other 
increased  demands  to  be  included  in  the  municipal  budget. 

In  San  Francisco  the  provision  of  an  additional  $1,250,000  or 
$2,500,000  for  salary  increases  must  be  considered  in  connection  with 
the  large  amount  required  for  unemployment  relief  and  another  large 
amount  required  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  on  the  new  PWA 
bond  issues.  As  indicative  of  how  the  financial  problem  differs  between 
the  individual  cities,  the  City  of  New  York  on  April  10,  1934,  was  forced 
to  increase  the  previous  rate  of  pay  deductions  by  payless  furloughs 
causing  from  2%  to  8  1/3%  additional  reductions. 

The  1933  Emergency  Conditions  Still  Exist: 

The  charter  amendment  voted  by  the  people  in  April,  1933,  vested 
authority  in  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  re-enact  the  legislation  necessary 
to  continue  salary  deductions  after  the  current  fiscal  year.  In  addition,  the 
amendment  authorizes  a  higher  rate  of  deduction  after  1933-34,  up  to  a 
maximum  of  25%,  if  emergency  conditions  require. 

The  emergency  conditions  which  existed  when  the  voters  adopted  the 
charter  amendment  in  April,  1933,  still  exist,  whether  or  not  the  Mayor 
and  Board  of  Supervisors  officially  so  declare.  The  emergency  is  in  the 
form  of  "extraordinary  economic  conditions  .  .  .  due  to  unemployment . .  . 
or  other  calamity,  which  adversely  affect  the  life,  health  and  welfare  of 
the  citizens  ...  or  any  considerable  portion  thereof." 

The  Federal  emergency  organizations  and  emergency  appropriation 
plans  —  Emergency  Public  Works  Administration,  Federal  Emergency 
Relief  Administration,  and  others — considered  alone  and  apart  from  any 
other  factor,  indicate  that  the  emergency  still  exists. 

As  an  indication  that  the  emergency  still  exists,  a  larger  number  of 
people  are  now  on  relief  in  San  Francisco  than  at  any  time  since  the  peak 
of  March,  1933.  In  March,  1933,  approximately  74,300  persons,  including 
16,644  families,  were  on  unemployment  relief  in  San  Francisco.  As  of 
May  1,  1934,  approximately  68,000  people,  including  14,118  families, 
were  on  unemployment  relief  in  San  Francisco.  This  figure  is  higher  than 
the  San  Francisco  relief  load  at  the  same  period  in  1933. 

It  is  estimated  by  the  Bureau,  and  by  the  San  Francisco  Citizens 
Emergency  Relief  Committee,  that  the  cost  of  unemployment  rehef  for 
1934-35  in  San  Francisco  will  approximate  $8,000,000.  The  budget  esti- 
mate submitted  by  the  Mayor  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  1934-35 
recommends  a  budget  appropriation  of  $1,000,000  for  relief  purposes. 

[10] 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUREAU  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  RESEARCH 

According  to  the  press,  it  is  the  hope  of  the  Mayor  that  the  total  cost 
may  not  exceed  $4,000,000.  The  Mayor  has  advised  representatives  of  the 
Bureau  and  other  organizations  that  he  beheves  the  difference  betvv?een 
such  total  cost — whether  it  be  $4,000,000  as  hoped  by  the  Mayor,  or 
$8,000,000  as  estimated  by  the  Bureau  and  the  Citizens  Emergency  Relief 
Committee — will  be  made  up  from  Federal  appropriations. 

This  may  later  prove  to  be  a  dangerous  speculation.  Our  present 
understanding  of  Federal  Emergency  Relief  regulations  is  that  ''unemploy 
ables,"  estimated  by  the  Director  of  ReHef  as  including  4000  families, 
must  be  cared  for  by  the  City  and  are  not  provided  for  in  the  new  Federal 
Emergency  Relief  program.  On  the  basis  of  present  expenditures,  this 
will  require  over  $2,200,000  for  1934-35.  Supplemental  reHef,  to  meet 
needs  of  families,  beyond  the  $24  minimum  and  $36  maximum  monthly 
earnings  allowable  under  the  new  Federal  Emergency  Relief  plan,  may 
require  an  additional  $1,100,000  for  1934-35.  These  two  items  alone 
exceed  $3,000,000.  If  the  new  Federal  Emergency  Relief  plan  absorbs 
the  balance,  on  a  work-relief  program,  the  City  will  have  to  supply  tools 
and  equipment,  estimated  at  $50,000  per  month  or  $600,000  for  1934-35. 
With  maximum  Federal  aid  under  the  new  FERA  plan,  the  City's  cost 
may  approximate  or  exceed  $4,000,000. 

Under  the  emergency  conditions  that  still  exist,  it  would  appear  that 
if  the  taxpayers  are  forced  to  suffer  an  increased  tax  levy  of  ^1,250,000 
or  ^2,500,000,  this  should  be  applied  to  guarantee  that  San  Francisco's 
unemployed  shall  be  fed,  rather  than  to  increasing  the  pay  of  the  munici- 
pal employees  who  now  receive  (after  the  existing  pay  deductions)  rates 
higher  than  the  average  in  every  case,  and  in  a  majority  of  cases,  the 
highest  comparative  rates  —  as  shown  in  the  following  tables  and  as 
referred  to  in  the  preceding  statements. 

Increase  in  Municipal  Pay  May  Be  at  the  Exj>ense  of  Other  Required 
Apprc^mations : 

The  proposal  that  municipal  compensations  be  increased  by  restoring 
one-half  of  the  pay  deductions,  estimated  as  $1,250,000  or  by  restoring 
the  entire  amount,  $2,500,000,  necessarily  means  an  increase  in  tax  rate. 
Including  other  items  of  increase  recommended  in  the  proposed  budget, 
the  tax-rate  increase  as  estimated  by  the  Mayor,  would  increase  the  rate 
from  the  present  $3.48  per  $100  to  $3.82  in  the  first  case,  or  $4.01  in 
the  second  case.  At  these  same  tax  rates,  the  one-half  or  full  restoration 
of  pay  deductions  would  require  the  application  of  $1,250,000  or  $2,500,' 
000  for  pay  increases,  rather  than  for  other  necessary  municipal  expen- 
ditures. 

Reference  has  been  made  in  the  foregoing  to  the  estimated  require- 
ment of  ^8,000,000  for  unemployment  relief  in  San  Francisco.    Toward 
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this  the  proposed  budget  provides  that  only  ^1,000,000  be  appropriated. 
From  the  standpoint  of  the  taxpayers  and  the  68,000  unemployed  in  San 
Francisco,  if  an  increase  of  ^1,250,000  or  ^2,500,000  must  be  included 
in  the  tax  levy,  such  increase  could  be  met  with  better  grace  if  it  were 
for  the  purpose  of  unemployment  relief  rather  than  to  increase  salaries 
to  practically  the  highest  in  the  United  States. 

A  portion  of  the  proposed  pay  increases  depends  on  the  diversion  of 
$692,500  of  Water  Department  surplus  funds,  if  the  announced  alterna- 
tive tax  rates  ($3.82  or  $4.01)  are  not  to  be  further  increased.  Such 
diversion  of  Water  Department  surpluses  would  appear  to  be  improper, 
at  least  until  such  time  as  the  bond  interest  and  redemption  on  the 
$12,095,000  of  Water  Bonds  voted  last  November  is  fully  provided  for 
out  of  Water  revenues.  This  in  view  of  the  promises  made  to  the  people 
when  the  Water  Development  Bonds  (Federal  Emergency  Public  Works 
project)  were  voted. 

All  official  statements  issued  by  the  Manager  of  Utilities  and  City 
officials  relative  to  this  bond  issue  in  particular,  were  based  on  the  use 
of  Federal  grant  funds  of  approximately  $2,700,000  for  the  cancellation 
of  an  equivalent  amount  of  these  water  bonds;  and  secondly  the  official 
assurances  that  bond  interest  and  bond  redemption  on  the  remaining 
bonds  would  be  met  out  of  current  Water  Department  revenues. 

The  first  redemption  of  these  bonds  in  December  will  require  $605,000. 
Estimated  net  interest  requirements  on  the  bonds  to  be  sold  for  the  pur' 
pose  of  carrying  on  the  work  to  and  including  June  30,  1935,  total 
$145,000 — a  total  for  estimated  bond  interest  and  redemption  of  $750,000. 
Only  $476,000  is  set  up  out  of  Water  Department  revenues  to  meet  this 
charge. 

The  funds  provided  in  the  budget  for  the  restoration  of  the  salary 
deductions  may  force  the  elimination  from  the  budget  of  appropriations 
to  cover  19 34' 3 5  bond  interest  and  redemption  charges  on  the  other  five 
PWA  bond  issues.  Requests  for  appropriations  for  these  purposes  have 
not  been  included  in  the  Mayor's  proposed  budget,  the  Controller  stating 
that  these,  if  included,  must  be  set  up  in  a  ''supplemental  budget,"  and 
that  this  cannot  be  established  until  the  details  of  the  contracts  between 
the  City  and  the  Federal  PWA  are  finally  determined. 

The  redemption  charges  alone  on  these  various  issues  (exclusive 
of  water  bond  debt  charges  discussed  above)  are  as  follows:  Hetch 
Hetchy  Dam,  $175,000;  Sewers,  $87,500;  High  Pressure,  $100,000; 
Airport,  $52,000,  and  Schools,  $300,000.  These  represent  a  total  for 
1934'35  redemption,  exclusive  of  water  bonds,  of  $714,500.  Net  interest 
charges  on  these  five  issues  are  estimated  as  approximately  $230,000  for 
1934' 3 5,  making  a  total  for  bond  interest  and  redemption  of  approximately 
$945,000. 
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During  the  campaign  for  the  November  PWA  bond  issues,  it  was 
tentatively  suggested  that  the  Federal  grant  (amounting  to  about 
$4,550,000  for  the  $20,480,000  of  bonds  then  approved  by  the  voters) 
be  used  to  meet  initial  interest  and  redemption  payments.  The  Bureau, 
together  with  various  other  civic  organiziations,  and  supported  by  the 
Manager  of  Utilities  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Supervisors'  Public  Utilities 
Committee,  opposed  this.  Such  opposition  was  based  on  the  fact  that 
during  the  bond  campaign  the  voters  were  advised  by  City  officials  and 
civic  organisations  that  the  amount  of  the  Federal  grant  would  be  applied 
to  reduce  the  capital  cost  of  the  several  projects,  and  thus  reduce  the 
amount  of  bonded  debt,  and  average  annual  debt  charges,  involved  in 
the  several  projects. 

The  Bureau  believes  that  the  civic  organi2;ations  that  recommended, 
and  the  voters  who  supported  the  projects  will  have  been  mislead,  if — 
after  having  favored  and  authorized  the  $23,480,000  of  bond  projects — 
the  Federal  grant  is  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  reducing  the  capital 
cost  of  each  of  the  projects — with  the  possible  exception  of  the  Federal 
grant  applicable  to  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Dam  project.  In  this  case,  if  this 
project  is  to  be  completely  self-supporting,  as  was  promised  the  voters, 
part  of  the  grant  would  have  to  be  used  for  initial  interest  and  redemption 
payments. 

The  use  of  the  Federal  grant  for  initial  interest  and  redemption 
payments  will  mean  that  a  large  part  of  such  grant  will  be  wasted.  The 
grant  for  the  six  projects,  including  water,  is  estimated  as  approximately 
$5,400,000.  From  one-half  to  two-thirds  of  this  amount  will  be  wasted  if 
it  is  applied  to  initial  interest  and  redemption  payments  instead  of  (a) 
applied  to  reduce  each  year's  redemption  charge  by  an  equal  annual 
amount,  or  (b)  appHed  to  cancel  final  maturities  of  each  of  the  bond 
issues. 

From  the  standpoint  of  (1)  carrying  out  the  plans  announced  to  civic 
organizations  and  the  voters  during  the  bond-election  campaign,  (2) 
exercising  sound  financial  management  of  these  bond  funds  and  the  free 
Federal  grant  applicable  thereto,  and  (3)  reducing  the  City's  outstanding 
debt  by  the  full  amount  of  the  grant — necessary  interest  and  redemption 
payments  on  these  PWA  bond  issues  should  be  met  out  of  current  appro- 
priations. This  can  be  done  without  increasing  the  budget  figures  over 
those  recommended  by  the  Mayor,  by  continuing  the  present  pay  sched- 
ules and  thereby  decreasing  the  budget  estimates  by  $2,500,000. 
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SUMMARY: 

The  foregoing  report  and  the  following  tables  showing  San  Francisco 
salary  rates  in  comparison  with  those  of  other  cities  and  those  paid  in  pri- 
vate industry  in  San  Francisco,  indicate  very  clearly  that  the  continuation 
of  the  present  rates,  and  the  continuation  of  the  present  scale  of  salary 
deductions  is  equitable  as  far  as  the  San  Francisco  municipal  employees 
are  concerned.  These  present  city  rates  are  the  highest  reported  for  over 
60%  of  the  classifications  shown.  As  previously  stated,  the  San  Francisco 
schedule  taken  as  a  whole  is  probably  higher  than  the  pay  schedule  of 
any  other  dty  reporting. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  continued  existence  of  the  emergency 
which  was  declared  by  the  Supervisors  in  April,  1933,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  same  emergency  conditions  will  continue  into  1934-35.  This  is  indi- 
cated by  the  large  sums  required  for  unemployment  relief  in  San  Fran- 
cisco.   It  is  indicated,  also,  by  the  Federal  Emergency  Relief  program. 

As  further  evidence,  the  tremendous  curtailment  in  national  "pro- 
duced income"  from  approximately  83  billion  dollars  in  1929  to  39.4 
billion  dollars  in  1932  and  an  estimated  40.7  billion  dollars  in  1933  indi- 
cates that  the  emergency  conditions  still  exist.  While  it  is  prc^able  that 
figures  for  1934  will  show  an  increase,  it  is  hardly  to  be  expected  that 
the  1933  figures  will  be  doubled  so  as  to  approximate  the  1929  figures. 
Until  such  income  is  materially  increased,  and  until  San  Francisco  tax- 
payers and  business  men  enjoy  their  proportionate  share  of  such  increase, 
funds  are  not  available  for  the  ^2,500,000  increase  in  the  City's  payroll. 

In  conclusion,  the  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research  believes  that  the 
facts  presented  in  this  report  justify  and  require  the  continuation  of  the 
salary  deductions.  The  Bureau  believes  also  that  the  continuation  of  these 
deductions  is  in  no  sense  inequitable  to  the  municipal  employees  of  San 
Francisco. 
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NOTE:  Classifications  paid  on.  a  per-diem  basis,  and  including  classes 
from  A-52,  Hodcamer,  to  O-204,  Cribber,  are  listed  in  a  single  table, 
following  these  tables. 


A- 106 

BUILDING  INSPECTOR 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 10  ^225-275 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 1  241 

9  197 

Sacramento    1  200 

Pittsburgh    12  196 

Boston    63  14M91 

Buffalo   7  188 

Pasadena    1  185 

Los  Angeles  City 24  180 

Milwaukee    180 

Berkeley  174 

Detroit   150-173 

Cleveland   4  172 

Los  Angeles  Co 7.27-8.18  d. 

Qncinnati  139-171 

St.  Louis 166 

Rochester  2  157-166 

Seattle    5  157-163 

Oakland  4  144-162 

Minneapolis   20  160 

Baltimore   15  134-158 

Indianapolis  3  150 

San  Diego  120-150 

Kansas   City,   Mo 100-140 


B-152 

COURTROOM  CLERK 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

Los  Angeles  County 52   $         205 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 30  200 

Alameda  County  17  157-200 

Buffalo   9  197 

Minneapolis   16  150-196 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 30  175 

Kansas   City,   Mo 175 

Sacramento  County 115-175 

San  Joaquin  County 135-158 

Pasadena    2  128-154 


A-412 

PLUMBING  INSPECTOR 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 8  ^240-250 

210-218 
195 

153-190 
188 
185 
184 

169-184 
181 
180 
180 

162-180 
172 
172 

139-171 
166 
163 

134-158 
150 

120-150 
149 

100-140 


S.  F.  Present  Rate 8 

Pittsburgh     7 

Oakland   6 

Buffalo    8 

Sacramento     1 

Berkeley  

Detroit   

Stockton  1 

Los   Angeles  City 24 

Milwaukee    

Pasadena    2 

Cleveland   2 

Rochester  3 

Cincinnati    

St.  Louis  

Seattle  2 

Baltimore    H 

Philadelphia   10 

San  Diego  

Indianapolis   2 

Kansas  City,  Mo 


B-216 

CLERK 

City  or  County                 No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 29  ^5.40d.-215 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2     5.10d.-116 

"    25  139-175 

"    2  188 

Los  Angeles  County 273  81-118 

Los  Angeles  County 2  127-137 

Alameda  County  19  100-135 

Rochester  26  83-135 

Detroit  100-130 

Los  Angeles  City 108-126 

St.   Louis  100-126 

Pittsburgh    27  100-125 

Seattle    48  100-124 

Oakland   4  68-113 

Cleveland  40  66-110 

East  Bay  Util.   Dist 40  90-109 

S.  F.  42  Local 

Firms  1934  75-104 

Kansas   City,   Mo 50-100 

Milwaukee    85-  99 

Indianapolis  3  75'  90 

San  Diego 70-  90 

Cincinnati    72-  84 
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B-222 

GENERAL  CLERK 

City  or  County                No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 206  ^  75-250 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 5  75-100 

163  135-175 

38  180-218 

Buffalo  108-211 

Los  Angeles  County 208  118-127 

"      35  137-182 

Pittsburgh    145  102-180 

Detroit  119-177 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 16  104-163 

Los  Angeles  City 126-162 

Cincinnati    102-162 

Cleveland  30  85-160 

Alameda  County  18  105-160 

Seattle    105  121-153 

Oakland  5  90-153 

Rochester  60  100-150 

S.  F.  47  Local 

Firms    1934  93-146 

St.   Louis  135-144 

Milwaukee   99-126 

Kansas   City,  Mo 100-120 

Indianapolis  24  90-118 

San    Diego   85-106 


B-228 
SENIOR  CLERK 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 38  ^175-300 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 21  157-175 

"    15  188-218 

"    2  255 

Los  Angeles  City 144-225 

Alameda  County  53  167-225 

Los  Angeles  County 149  132-214 

S.  F.  44  Local 

Firms,   1934  140-205 

Cleveland  7  156-200 

Detroit   157-192 

Pittsburgh    11  166-189 

Rochester  16  100-187 

Seattle    7  139-179 

St.  Louis 162-171 

Indianapolis   6  142-166 

East  Bay  Util.   Dist 5  150-163 

Oakland   2  126-162 

Kansas  City,  Mo 120-160 

Cincinnati    116-157 

Milwaukee   126-145 

San  Diego  110-137 


B-234 

HEAD  CLERK 

City  or  County                No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 24  ^200-350 

Los  Angeles  City 180-315 

Los  Angeles  County 8  150-301 

Alameda  County  20  180-300 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 24  175-297 

Pittsburgh    25  166-291 

Boston    177-276 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 6  186-273 

S.  F.  46  Local 

Firms,  1934  193-258 

Buffalo    10  166-255 

St.   Louis  189-248 

Oakland  3  153-248 

Detroit  188-242 

Qeveland  2  212-240 

Rochester  8  172-234 

Seattle    8  168-200 

Kansas  City,  Mo 160-200 

Cindnnati    153-176 

San  Diego  120-150 

Milwaukee   130-149 


B-247 

METER  READER* 

City  or  County                No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 17  ^150-175 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 13  158 

4  140 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 14  145 

2  5.52  d. 

Milwaukee    126-144 

Detroit   47  111-142 

Cincinnati    110-139 

Rochester  16  135 

Boston    39  120-134 

Portland,  Ore 28  127 

Pasadena    21  122-126 

Cleveland  29  95-125 

Seattle    12  124 

St.   Louis  103-112 

San  Diego  85-106 

Note:    *Meter    Readers    classified    as 

"General  Clerks"  in  Sal.  Ord.  (revised, 
1934). 
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B-302 

ADDRESS.  MACH.  OPERATOR 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 4  ^155-160 

Alameda  County  137-160 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 4      139-144 

Cleveland  28        85-125 

Cincinnati    97-125 

Los  Angeles  City 1             117 

Los  Angeles  County 2      105-114 

Detroit  100-112 

Pittsburgh    1             104 

S.  F.  14  Local 

Firms,   1934  91-100 

Baltimore   9       65-100 

San  Diego  70-   90 


B-308 

COMPTOMETER  OPERATOR 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 4  ^145-175 

Alameda  County  20      115-160 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 4     135-157 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 6     104-131 

Los  Angeles  County 45      105-127 

Cleveland   120 

San  Diego  95-118 

Detroit   100-112 

Cincinnati    86-112 

Rochester  108-112 

Los  Angeles  City 2             108 

S.  F.,  26  Local 

Firms,   1934  93-107 

Pittsburgh    16             104 

Baltimore   15        75-103 

Minneapolis   100 


B-310 

TABULATING  MACHINE 

OPERATOR 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

Pittsburgh    $104-157 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 4  150 

Milwaukee   126-144 

Cleveland   1  140 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 4  139 

Los  Angeles  County 6      105-127 

Los  Angeles   City 1  126 

S.  F.,  15  Local 

Firms,   1934  94-109 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 95-104 

Baltimore   2        75-  83 

Minneapolis  75 


B-311 

BOOKKEEPING  MACHINE 

OPERATOR 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

Cincinnati    $   86-211 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 15      165-175 

Rochester  14       79-143 

1              161 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 15      148-157 

Los  Angeles  County 32      105-150 

Los  Angeles  City 9      126-144 

Milwaukee    126-144 

Buflfalo    6             135 

Seattle    121-135 

Baltimore   7        75-126 

San  Diego  80-125 

Pittsburgh    118 

Detroit   100-112 

S.  F.,  34  Local 

Firms,   1934  95-111 

Minneapolis   93 


B-404 

CLERK-STENOGRAPHER 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 58  $  75-150 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 58  75-139 

Cleveland   22  75-131 

Los  Angeles   City 108-126 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 6  95-118 

Los  Angeles  County 125  105-114 

Rochester  14  83-113 

Detroit   100-112 

Baltimore   84  85-110 

Alameda  County  8  85-110 

Indianapolis   10  75-110 

Cincinnati    81-107 

S.  F.,  26  Local 

Firms,  1934  87-106 

St.   Louis  90-104 

Milwaukee    85-  99 

San  Diego  70-  90 

Oakland   72-  86 
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B-408 

GENERAL  CLERK 

STENOGRAPHER 

City  or  County 

No. 

Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 

-.148 

$  65-250 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 

..  30 

167-218 

"           "           " 

..  53 

140-157 

^*           ii           ti 

..  65 

116-139 

Los  Angeles  City 

126'180 

Alameda  County  

..   18 

115'160 

Baltimore   

..  68 

95'158 

Los  Angeles  County 

118'155 

Cleveland  

..  22 

84'150 

Detroit   

119'142 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 

..   10 

118'141 

Cincinnati    

'.'.  2? 

110-139 

Milwaukee   

99'135 

Rochester  

83'135 

Seattle    

..   57 

121-134 

St.   Louis  

108-126 

Indianapolis   

.     6 

110-125 

S.  F.,  41   Local 

Firms,   1934  

".'   16 

81-119 

Oakland   

90-108 

San  Diego  

85-106 

B-454 

TELEPHONE  OPERATOR 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 30  ^100-190 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2  157-166 

"    24  139-148 

4  100-116 

Philadelphia  45  112-150 

Baltimore   30  72-146 

Cincinnati     76-145 

Boston    17  90-127 

Pasadena    7  100-125 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 3  104-118 

Pittsburgh    18  100-116 

Milwaukee    4  100-116 

Sacramento     1  115 

Los  Angeles  County 19  105-114 

Seattle    5  100-113 

Los  Angeles   City 12  112 

Detroit   100-111 

Alameda  County  5  75-110 

St.  Louis 76-109 

Rochester  90-105 

San   Diego  80-100 

Oakland 7  89-  99 

Cleveland   26  85 

Indianapolis   4  50 


B-412 

SR.  CLERK-STENOGRAPHER 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 15  ^185-250 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 3  188-218 

12  166-175 

Los   Angeles  City 144-202 

Pittsburgh    2  166-198 

Detroit  150-192 

Los  Angeles  County 8  159-182 

Oakland   7  117-135 

3  144-180 

Cleveland  3  125-176 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 6  141-172 

Rochester  15  105-172 

Cincinnati     148-171 

Alameda  County  3  122-170 

S.  P.,  31  Local 

Firms,  1934  130-156 

Seattle    4  139-153 

Milwaukee   126-145 

St.   Louis  126-135 

San  Diego  100-125 


B-504 

CLERK-TYI 
City  or  County 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 

'1ST 

No. 
..  20 
..     5 
..   12 
..     2 
..      1 

'.'.     6 
..    15 

'.'.   18 
..     7 
..  45 

..      1 

"      3 

'.'.     3 
..  43 

Salary 
^  75-175 
157 

139-144 
116-121 

i» 

75 

Los  Angeles  City 

Seattle    

90-126 
100-117 

Rochester  

Detroit   

Baltimore    

Pittsburgh    

Los  Angeles  County 

Milwaukee    

71-113 
100-112 

75-110 
100-104 

91-100 

85-  99 

S.  F.,  27  Local 
Firms,   1934  

80-  99 

East  Bay  Util.   Dist 

Cincinnati 

95 
72-  93 

Indianapolis   

San  Diego  

Alameda  County  

Cleveland   

Oakland  

80-  90 
70-  90 
70-  85 
63-  82 
68'  77 
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B-512 

GENERAL  CLERK-TYPIST 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 33  ^125-225 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 4  175-197 

20  148-166 

9  117-139 

Los  Angeles  Qty 126444 

Detroit   119-142 

Milwaukee    121-140 

Seattle    2?  121-134 

Los  Angeles  County 165  105-127 

Alameda  County  14  85-120 

Baltimore   95-119 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 2  118 

Cincinnati    98-116 

S.  F.,  29  Local 

Firms,   1934  91-115 

Kansas  City,  Mo 50-108 

San  Diego  85-106 

Cleveland  4  75-100 


C-52 

ELEVATOR  OPERATOR 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 25  ^110-160 

Alameda  County  95-150 

S.  F.  Present  Rate                21  140-144 

3  126 

1  106 

Philadelphia  48  137 

Detroit   96-134 

Oakland  9  81-126 

Los  Angeles  County 39  100-123 

Milwaukee    108-121 

S.  F.,  48  Local 

Bldgs.,  1934 214  65-121 

Rochester  5  121 

Boston    10  118 

Seattle    6  113-117 

Sacramento 3  115 

Pittsburgh    15  107-110 

Los  Angeles   City 17  100 

Baltimore   18  100 

Kansas   City,  Mo 100 

Pasadena    2  100 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist I  95 

Cincinnati     76-  93 

Buffalo    16  91 

Indianapolis  4  75-  90 

San  Diego  70-  90 

St.  Louis 81-  85 

Qeveland  12  60-  84 

Stockton  1  80 


C-104 
JANITOR 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 77  ^125-185 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 1  166 

66      140-149 

"    10      116-126 

Alameda  County  22      105-150 

Philadelphia  80      100-150 

Rochester  11      124-142 

Berkeley  119-133 

East  Bay  Util.   Dist 3        95-127 

S.  F.,  43  Local  Bldgs. 

1934  278       65-126 

Pittsburgh  32   3.60  d.-125 

San  Joaquin  County 4       70-125 

Milwaukee    108-121 

Detroit   96-119 

Los  Angeles  County 125      110-118 

Boston     81   4.50  d. -118 

Seattle    10      113-117 

Sacramento    7  115 

Stockton   4  4.00d.-115 

Sacramento  County  7  112 

Cleveland   44        78-110 

Baltimore   97       85-109 

Oakland   19       81-108 

Cincinnati    93-107 

Minneapolis  4.00-4.60  d. 

Pasadena    15   4.00d.-104 

San  Diego  80-100 

Los  Angeles   City 138  85 

St.  Louis 85 

Kansas  City,  Mo 80 

Indianapolis   14        71-   75 


C-104 

(ST.  RY.  CAR  CLEANERS) 
JANITOR 

City                              No.  8-hour  Rate 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 31  ^160  (Mo.) 

S.  F,  Present  Rate  31  144  (Mo.) 

Seattle 35  127  (Mo.) 

Boston    141  4.80 

Detroit     172  100  (Mo.) 

Oakland   30  3.76 

Cincinnati     58  3.68 

S.   F.   Private  Co 71  3.16-3.66 

St.   Louis  105  3.38 

Buffalo    34  3.20 

Kansas  City,  Mo 27  3.20 

Los  Angeles  Ill  2.96-3.08 

Brooklyn,  N.  Y 61  2.80 

Minneapolis   63  2.72 
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C-152 

WATCHMAN 

City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 26  ^135-180 

Baltimore   2      118-164 

30        75-100 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 17     140-162 

9     126-139 

Alameda  County  7      127-150 

Philadelphia  70       92-150 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 2      122-141 

Sacramento  County  2             135 

Oakland  7        90-126 

Milwaukee   100-121 

St.  Louis 76-117 

Detroit   86-115 

Los  Angeles  County 21             114 

Indianapolis  71-110 

Pittsburgh    53        85-100 

Cincinnati    76-  98 

San  Diego  70-  90 

Qeveland   8               84 


D-2 

BAILIFFS 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 23  ^197-215 

Alameda  County  167-190 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 23  172-188 

Cleveland  44  156-163 

Los  Angeles  County 52  118-159 

Sacramento  County  4  145 

Philadelphia  68  141 

Cincinnati    139 

San  Joaquin  County 125-135 


D-60 

JAILERS 

City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 28  ^170-225 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 28  154-197 

Kansas  City,   Mo 175 

Los  Angeles  County 92  149-177 

San  Joaquin  County 4  130-157 

Sacramento  County 6  150 

Buffalo,  N.  Y 20  147 

Philadelphia  24  141 

Baltimore   38  103-126 


E-4 

ELECTRICAL  INSPECTOR 

City  or  County                 No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 13  ^       250 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 13  218 

Buffalo   201 

Sacramento    1  200 

Detroit  169-184 

Berkeley  184 

Los  Angeles  22  180 

Milwaukee    180 

Pasadena    2  162-180 

Boston    31  120-177 

Cleveland   4  169 

Pittsburgh     7  167 

Philadelphia  9  166 

St.  Louis 157-166 

Baltimore   13  126-166 

Seattle    3  157-163 

Oakland   6  144-162 

Rochester  1  157 

Indianapolis   2  150 

San  Diego  120-150 

Kansas  City  100-140 


E-52 

FIRE   DISPATCHERS 

(Fire  Alarm  Operators) 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 8  ^         225 

Pasadena    5  205 

Pittsburgh    10  204 

S.  F,  Present  Rate 8  197 

Newark    6  191 

Minneapolis  8  190 

Baltimore    14  142-185 

Los  Angeles  City 8  180 

St.  Louis 4  180 

Boston    13  148-177 

Seattle    7  168-176 

Buffalo   4  172 

Cincinnati     3  171 

Cleveland   10  163 

Milwaukee    148-162 

Kansas  City  160 

Philadelphia  18  150 

Rochester  15  150 

San  Diego  6  150 

Indianapolis  8  144 

Oakland  8  117-135 
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E-154 

LINEMEN 

(Street  Railways) 

City                       No.  8'hour  Rate 

Detroit  (Municipal)    5  $232(Mo.) 

23  9.60 

Seattle    (Municipal)   9  8.25 

S.  F.  Former  Rate..  7  7.40 

Boston  55  7.20 

S.  F.  Present  Rate..  7  7.00 

Cincinnati  23  5.12-6.94 

Oakland    15  5.85-6.30 

Kansas  City,  Mo 11  4.48-6.04 

St.  Louis  11  5.68 

Los  Angeles  31  4.48-5.32 

Brooklyn,   N.   Y 14  4.56-5.12 

S.  F.  Private  Co 18  5.07 

Minneapolis    20  4.40-4.96 

Buffalo    12  4.20-4.52 


E-154 

LINEMEN 

(DEPT.  OF  ELECTRICITY) 

City  or  County       No.  Salary 

St.  Louis $6.48-10.80  d. 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 13  215-220 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 13  188-193 

Qeveland  (5-d.  wk.)  30  1 57-9.00  d. 

Cincinnati    150-180 

Milwaukee   33  175 

Seattle    4  168 

Minneapolis  7.25  d. 

Pasadena    46  5.85-6.75  d. 

Oakland  4  135-153 

Philadelphia     8  150 

Pittsburgh    15  133-141 

Portland,  Ore 8  6.48  d. 

Boston    13  5.40-5.63  d. 


F-252 

JR.  C.  E.  DRAFTSMAN 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 7  ^160-225 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2  175-197 

4  157 

1  144 

Los  Angeles  City 221  141-186 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 5  163-186 

Kansas  City  128-181 

Los  Angeles  County 79  159-173 

Pasadena    8  158-167 

Detroit   146-160 

Oakland   11  126-153 

Buffalo   3  153 

Cleveland  10  85-150 

Milwaukee    130-148 

St.  Louis  126-146 

Seattle    139 

Cincinnati    93-130 

Rochester  5  121-130 

Baltimore   21  100-118 

Boston    112 

San  Diego  90-112 

Indianapolis  3  100 


F-254 

C.  E.  DRAFTSMEN* 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 11   ^225-250 

St.   Louis  162-229 

Los   Angeles   City 16  222 

14  210 

10      194-202 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2  218 

5  210 

4  197 

Los  Angeles  County 63      182-200 

Detroit  10      177-200 

Cincinnati    139-198 

Milwaukee    171-189 

Oakland   2      162-189 

Buffalo    7  188 

Baltimore   40      100-185 

Rochester  7      135-182 

Kansas  City,  Mo 128-181 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 1  177 

Boston    11      120-170 

Minneapolis  155 

Seattle    8  153 

Qeveland  5      131-150 

Pasadena  13  149 

San  Diego  110-137 

Indianapolis  1  110 

Note:  *"Senior  Draftsman"  classi- 
fications in  some  cities  using  only  two 
classifications  of  "Junior"  and  "Senior," 
are  included  in  this  table,  although  a 
"Sr.  C.  E.  Draftsman"  Class  is  em- 
ployed in  San  Francisco.  (See  next 
table.) 
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F-258 

SR.  C.  E.  DRAFTSMAN 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 12  ^210-275 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 1  273 

1  230 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 12      184-241 

Cincinnati    139-198 

Detroit   169-192 

Rochester  180 

San  Diego  140-175 

Seattle    172 


F-604 

SURVEYOR'S  FIELD  ASSISTANTS 

(Rodmen,  Chainmen,  etc.) 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 9  ^         225 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 9              197 

Minneapolis 5              150 

Alameda  County  3.80-6.50  d. 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 5   5.04d.-141 

Detroit   110-139 

Rochester  14       90-135 

Los  Angeles  County 71      118-127 

Pasadena    8      122-126 

Kansas   City,  Mo 100-125 

Seattle    4             124 

Boston    14       90-120 

Oakland  11        90-117 

Pittsburgh    33      110-115 

Philadelphia  30              108 

St.   Louis  99-108 

Milwaukee    90-108 

San  Diego  85-106 

Cincinnati     72-102 

Indianapolis  6        90-100 

Baltimore    13        75-100 

aeveland   22        70-  90 


F-606 

INSTRUMENT    MEN 

City  or  County                 No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 5  ^         225 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 5  197 

Buffalo   2  153-188 

Pasadena    1  180 

Detroit  10  161-177 

Los  Angeles  County 33  159-173 

Seattle    2  153-172 

Minneapolis   5  170 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 1  163 

Rochester  7  135-162 

Sacramento  County  7.00  d. 

Baltimore   61  91-158 

Los  Angeles   City 141-154 

Oakland  4  135-153 

Indianapolis   2  149 

Boston    62  120-148 

Milwaukee    130-148 

Cincinnati     112-148 

Pittsburgh    11  135 

St.   Louis   117-126 

San  Diego  100-125 

Kansas   City,   Mo 100-125 

Philadelphia  30  125 

Cleveland  7  100-110 


F-610 

SURVEYORS 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 6  $         250 

Philadelphia  11  233 

30  166-208 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist 1  230 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 6  218 

Los   Angeles   City 6  202-210 

San  Joaquin  County 1  208 

Los  Angeles  County 25  180-200 

Pasadena    1  198 

Boston    1  177 

San   Diego  140-175 

Oakland   1  153-171 

Baltimore   142-158 
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H-2 

FIREMAN  (PRIVATES) 

Salary 

Number  Per  Mo. 
City                   of  Firemen  Min.-Max. 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 880  ^180  ^200 

Washington,  D.  a....    690  158  200 

Newark    689  178  191 

Pasadena    74  160  190 

Sacramento    118  160  185 

Philadelphia  1,600  167  183 

Los   Angeles    1,080  155  182 

Oakland   243  162  180 

Milwaukee    514  170  180 

Berkeley  155  179 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 880  162  175 

Pittsburgh    694  125  175 

Detroit   1,110  150  175 

Long  Beach  136  145  170 

Minneapolis   272  145  170 

Buffalo   739  164 

St.   Louis  534  162 

Stockton     125  160 

Rochester  390  158 

Seattle    476  149  153 

Cleveland   661  129  151 

Portland,  Ore 344  135  150 

Boston    1,112  120  149 

Indianapolis   301  144 

San  Diego  59  144 

Cincinnati    355  116  143 

Baltimore   1,004  127  142 

New  Orleans  283  142 

Kansas  City,  Mo 221  130  135 


H-no 

MARINE  ENGINEERS 

City                             No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 9  ^255 

Newark   3  238 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 9  223 

Detroit    7  221 

Washington,  D.  C 2  216 

Milwaukee     6  200 

Philadelphia    6  187 

Buffalo    3  181 

Cleveland    4  171 

Seattle   4  168 

Baltimore  4  163 

Boston  18  (Max.)  162 

San  Diego  2  150 


H-120 

PILOTS 

City                                        No.  Salary 

Newark    2  $259 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 5  255 

Los  Angeles  City 2  225 

S.  F,  Present  Rate 5  223 

Washington,   D.   C 2  216 

Milwaukee     7  200 

Buffalo       4  190 

Philadelphia    6  183 

Seattle      4  168 

Portland.   Ore 6  165 

Cleveland    8  163 

Boston  6  155 


J-4 

LABORERS 
(Sewer  Laborers) 

See  also  tables  of  Pet'Diem  Rates. 

City  or  County  No.  Rate  per  Day 

Cleveland  7  $6.00-6.80 

21  4,80 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 20  6.00 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 20  5.67 

Oakland  U  4.68-5.40 

Detroit  3.24-5.04 

Minneapolis  165  5.00 

Sacramento     4  5.00 

Los  Angeles  City 65  *100(Mo.) 

Buffalo    4.62 

Boston    114  4.50 

Stockton     3  4.10 

Cincinnati    3.42-4.07 

Pasadena    5  4.00 

San  Diego  3.20-4.00 

Rochester     3.24-3.96 

Philadelphia  41  3.75 

Pittsburgh    3.60 

St.  Louis 2.70-3.38 

Kansas  City,  Mo 3.20 

Note:  *  5-day  week. 
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J-4 

LABORERS 
(Playground  Laborers) 

See  also  table  of  Per-Diem  Rates. 

City  or  County  No.  Rate  per  Day 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 19  ^150  (Mo.) 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 19      139  (Mo.) 

Los  Angeles  10   100'125(Mo.) 

Seattle    4.50-5.00 

Qeveland  4.80 

Detroit  1.80-4.68 

Buffalo   4.62 

San  Diego  3.20-4.59 

Kansas  City,  Mo 3.20-4.00 

Minneapolis  4.00 

Philadelphia  (Max.)  3.75 

Pittsburgh    3.60 

St.   Louis  2.70-3.38 


J-4 

LABORERS 
(Street  Sweepers) 

See  also  table  of  Per-Diem  Rates. 

City  or  County  No.  Rate  per  Day 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 217  ^6.00 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 217  5.67 

Buffalo   5.40 

Minneapolis  160  5.00 

Sacramento    19  5.00 

Pittsburgh    5.00 

Detroit  3.60-4.68 

Oakland  4.17-4.50 

Boston    4.50 

Cincinnati    3.42-4.44 

Berkeley  4.00-4.15 

San  Diego  3.20-4.00 

Pasadena    8  4.00 

Stockton     19  4.00 

Rochester  3.24-3.96 

Philadelphia  2.75-3.75 

Los  Angeles *85  (Mo.) 

St.   Louis  2.70-3.38 

Kansas  City,  Mo 3.20 

Note:  *  30-hour  week. 


J.72 

PLAYGROUND  CARETAKERS 

City  or  County       No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate..-50  ^145-150 

Minneapohs  65  4.50-6.50  d. 

S.  F.  Present  Ratc....50  135-139 

Pasadena    3  117-126 

Los  Angeles  47  *115 

21  *95-105 

Pittsburgh    7  108 

Seattle    *4.50-5.00  d. 

Cincinnati    87-102 

Kansas  City,  Mo 3.20-4.00  d. 

Detroit  *3.84-4.32d. 

San  Diego  70-90 

Rochester  33  2.88-3.24  d. 

Note:    *  5-day  week. 


J-152 

TRACKMEN 
City  No. 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 50 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 50 

Boston    118 

Seattle  (Municipal)  ....105 
Detroit   (Municipal)....   56 

Brooklyn,  N.  Y 20 

70 

Los  Angeles  22 

157 

S.  F.  Private  Ck) 147 

Oakland  39 

St.   Louis  67 

Cincinnati     

Minneapolis   60 

Buffalo    86 

Kansas   City,   Mo 70 


8-hour  Rate 

^  5.80 

5.48 

5.00 

113  (Mo.) 

4.80 

4.00-4.56 

3  84 

100  (Mo.) 

2.66-4.02 

2.75-3.99 

3.60-3.96 

3.77 

3.20-3.68 

3.63 

3.20 

3.20 


M-202 

CAR  REPAIRERS 

City                           No.  8-hour  Rate 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 48  $         6.80 

Detroit   (Municipal).... 372  6.80 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 48  6.43 

Brooklyn,  N.  Y 397  4.32-6.08 

Boston        176  6.08 

Seattle  (Municipal)  ....   82  134  (Mo.) 

St.   Louis  100  4.51-5.54 

Buffalo   119  3.20-5.20 

Oakland   48  4.88 

Cincinnati     78  4.00-4.72 

Los  Angeles  139  4.16-4.40 

S.  F.  Private  Co 104  3.83-4.33 

Kansas  City,  Mo 72  3.80-4.14 

Minneapolis  69  3.74 
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N-52 

FOOD  AND  RESTAURANT 

INSPECTOR 

City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 9  ^175-200 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 9  158-175 

Minneapolis  125-17? 

Milwaukee    157-166 

Buffalo  19  164 

Boston    120-163 

Kansas  City,  Mo 160 

Sacramento    1  160 

Rochester  142-157 

Oakland   7  126-153 

Pittsburgh    8  150 

Detroit  123-146 

Los  Angeles  County 118-145 

Cincinnati    116-144 

San  Diego  110-137 

Cleveland   4  131 

Baltimore   12  118-126 

St.  Louis  112-121 

Indianapolis  110 


N-60 

ABATTOIR  INSPECTOR 

(Meats  6?  Animal  Slaughter  Inspector) 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

Baltimore   8  $192-208 

9             142 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 9             200 

Sacramento    1             177 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 9             175 

Minneapolis  125-175 

Cincinnati    139-171 

Philadelphia  7      141-166 

Buffalo   3             164 

Boston    120-163 

Rochester  142-157 

Los  Angeles  25             155 

Oakland  126-153 

Detroit  12      123-153 

Pittsburgh    5             150 

Cleveland   131-141 

Indianapolis   110 

SIX 


N.56 

IvlARKET  INSPECTOR 
City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 6  ^        200 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 6             175 

Minneapohs   125-175 

Sacramento    2             172 

Milwaukee   157-166 

Buffalo   164 

Boston    120-163 

Kansas  City,   Mo 3      132-159 

Rochester  142-157 

Oakland  126-153 

Detroit  123-146 

Los  Angeles  County 118-145 

Philadelphia  13             141 

Cleveland  13M41 

St.   Louis  112-121 

Cincinnati    93-120 

Indianapolis   110 


N-64 

DAIRY  (MILK)  INSPECTOR 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F,  Former  Rate 3  ^225-300 

S.  F,  Present  Rate 2             255 

1             197 

Oakland   6      153-190 

Qeveland  1             180 

3      150-166 

Minneapolis  125-175 

Sacramento    2             172 

Milwaukee   157-166 

Buffalo   2             164 

Boston    120-163 

Cincinnati    144-158 

Pasadena    158 

Los  Angeles  12             155 

Detroit   130-153 

Pittsburgh    5             150 

Seattle    3      139-146 

Philadelphia  141 

Baltimore   5      126-142 

San  Diego  110-137 

St.  Louis 112-121 

Indianapolis  3             110 
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N-204 

HOUSING  INSPECTOR 

City  or  County  No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 11  ^        200 

Sacramento    1              180 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 11             175 

Minneapolis  125'17? 

Cincinnati     139-171 

Buffalo   20             164 

Pasadena    2             158 

Rochester  142-157 

Oakland  6      126-153 

San  Diego  120-150 

Boston    81      120-148 

Milwaukee   135-148 

Los  Angeles  50             146 

Detroit   123-146 

Seattle    7             146 

Los  Angeles  County 59      118-145 

Philadelphia  26             141 

Pittsburgh    20     125-140 

Baltimore   114-134 

Indianapolis   110 

Kansas  City,   Mo 108 

St.   Louis  90-99 


N.354 

INSPECTOR  OF  WTS.  f^  MEAS. 

City  or  County                No.  Salary 

S.  F,  Former  Rate 4  ^        225 

Alameda  County  8  170-210 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 4  197 

Los  Angeles  County 22  137-173 

Boston    15  120-163 

Seattle    5  139-159 

Philadelphia  80  150 

Detroit  16  127-150 

Cincinnati    130-149 

Milwaukee   130-148 

Rochester  3  123-142 

Sacramento  County  1  135 

San  Joaquin  County 1  135 

Pittsburgh    6  131 

St.   Louis   112-121 

Baltimore   6  119 

Indianapolis   4  110 


0-14 
DRIVERS,  SPECIAL  EQUIPMENT 
(Street  Sweepers,  Flushers,  etc.) 
City  or  County       No.       8-hour  Rate 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 11       ^  8.00 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 11  7.56 

St.  Louis  135-146(Mo.) 

Sacramento    1  5.50 

Minneapolis  32  5.40 

Berkeley  5.00 

Stockton     2  5.00 

Los  Angeles  17  ll2(Mo.) 

Pasadena    6  4.95 

Detroit   4.68 

Kansas  City.  Mo 110(Mo.) 


0-164 

OILERS 

(Stationary,   Steam   Engines) 

City  or  County           No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 14  ^175-185 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 1  166 

13  157 

Detroit  25  *7. 32-7.60  d. 

Milwaukee   135-148 

St.   Louis  130 

Pittsburgh    15  5.65  d. 

Philadelphia  40  117-127 

Rochester  4.80  d. 

Baltimore   15  95-110 

Cleveland  22  91 

Note:  *  5-day  week. 


0-166 

FIREMEN.   STATIONARY   STEAM 
(Public  Bldgs.  and  Water  Depts.) 
City  or  County  No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 27  ^185-195 

Cleveland     10  6.60d.-172 

14  96 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 27  166-171 

Sacramento    1  7.00  d. 

2  142 

Philadelphia  125-154 

Boston    12  153 

Pittsburgh    20  5.75-6.50  d. 

Milwaukee   135-148 

Oakland  126-144 

Minneapolis   9  140 

Cincinnati     125-139 

Kansas  City,  Mo 135 

St.   Louis  130 

Los  Angeles  County 4  114-123 

Buffalo    3  112 

Baltimore   38  95-114 

Rochester  6  4.68  d. 

Indianapolis  3  85 
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0-168 

ENGINEERS,  STATIONARY 

STEAM 
(Public  Bldgs.  and  Water  Depts.) 

City  or  County            No.  Salary 

Cleveland  6  $154-240 

28  143 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 29  220-230 

Pittsburgh    1?  8.75-9.2?  d. 

20  8.00  d. 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 29  192-201 

Alameda  County  175-200 

Sacramento    (City)    ....     4  185-190 

Milwaukee   175-189 

Los  Angeles  County....     7  146-182 

St.   Louis   175 

Minneapolis   5  175 

Oakland   2  153-171 

Philadelphia     150-166 

Boston    8  155-165 

Kansas   City,   Mo 160 

S.  F.,  27  Local 

Bldgs.,  1934  42  90-210 

Portland,  Ore 12  148-160 

Baltimore   120  76-152 

Pasadena    3  150 

Rochester  12  100-150 

Buffalo   5  135 

Los  Angeles   (Bldgs. 

only)     6  126 

Indianapolis  6  88-99 


O-210 

SEWER  CLEANERS 

Rate 
City  or  County  No.     Per  Day 

S,  F.  Former  Rate 16  ^         8.50 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 16  8.03 

Seattle    7      5.50-5.90 

Rochester  *4.32-5.76 

Boston    30  5.40 

Minneapolis   45  5.00 

St.   Louis  117  (Mo.) 

San   Diego  *3.67-4.69 

Cincinnati     3.42-4.44 

Note:      ^"Skilled     Labor"    rates    in 
Sewer  Dept. 


0-276 

ASPHALT  WORKERS 
(Asphalt  Laborers) 

See  also  table  of  Per-Diem  Rates. 
Rate 

City  or  County  No.     Per  Day 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 18  ^  7.50 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 18  7.09 

Seattle    5.25 

Cincinnati    4.07-5.18 

Minneapolis   36  5.00 

Boston    **4.50 

Pittsburgh    4.50 

Oakland  **4. 17-4.50 

Los  Angeles*  *95  (Mo.) 

Sacramento     14  **4.00 

San   Diego  **3. 20-4.00 

Philadelphia  2.39-3.75 

Rochester  **3.24-3.96 

St.    Louis  **2.70-3.38 

Detroit   3.96-4.68 

Note:    *  30-hour  week. 

** Labor   rates   in   Wks.   Dept. 
used,  as  no  special  classification  given. 


0-278 
ASPHALT  FINISHERS 
(Pavers,   Rakers,  Smoothers,  etc.) 
See  also  table  of  Per-Diem  Rates. 

Rate 
City  or  County  No.      Per  Day 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 11  ^  8.00 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 11  7.56 

Rochester  **4. 32-5.76 

Minneapolis   12  5.60 

Detroit   3.96-5.04 

Pittsburgh    4.70 

San  Diego  **3.67-4.69 

Oakland  *4. 17-4.50 

Philadelphia  93  4.50 

St.  Louis *2.70-3.38 

Note:   *Labor   rates   in  Wks.   Depts. 
used,  as  no  special  classifica- 
tion given. 
**  "Skilled     Labor"     in     Wks. 
Dept.;  no  special  titles  given. 
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O-304 

HYDRANT'GATEMEN 

City  or  County                No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 13  ^        215 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 13  188 

Portland,  Ore 1  175 

"       3  148 

Seattle    3  153 

Detroit   9  125450 

Cincinnati    120-149 

Milwaukee   116-130 

Rochester  112-129 

East  Bay  Util.   Dist 108-117 


P-102 

REGISTERED  NURSES 
(Hospital   Service) 

Full  Maintenance 
not  included. 
See  Note. 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 94  ^100-150 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2      100-131 

92  91 

Boston    208       76-119 

Philadelphia  13  100 

238  72-91 

Baltimore   3        95-100 

41  55-90 

Milwaukee    90-99 

Sacramento  County  33   *105-110 

11  90 

Los  Angeles  County 400  86-95 

St.  Louis 90 

Pittsburgh    34  87 

Seattle    52  85 

Indianapolis   15  83 

Detroit  220     **84-92 

50  69 

Qevcland  246  50-72 

Notes:  In  each  city,  except  as  noted, 

add  Full  Maintenance.  Full  Maintenance 

=Board,    Room  and   Laundry,   figured 

at    $35.00   per    mo.    in    San    Francisco. 

*Board  and  Laundry  only. 

**Three  meals  only. 


P-52 

FIELD  NURSES 

(Registered  Nurses,  including 
School  Nurses) 

City  or  County  No.     Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 61  ^150-175 

Los  Angeles  County 99  112-159 

S.  F,  Present  Rate 1  158 

59  148 

1  139 

Minneapolis  24  110-150 

Sacramento    2  147 

Oakland  10  126-144 

Milwaukee   130-139 

Cincinnati     102-139 

Los  Angeles  City 68  136 

Rochester  67  120-135 

Detroit  291  100-130 

Boston    129  105-128 

Pasadena     5  128 

Philadelphia  92  112-125 

Seattle    ~ 10  124 

Kansas  City,   Mo 120 

St.   Louis  99-117 

Pittsburgh    40  106-113 

San  Diego  80-112 

Cleveland  72  95-103 

Indianapolis  67  100 

Q-2 

PATROLMEN 

Salary 

Number  or    Per  Mo. 
City                   Patrolmen  Min.-Max. 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 964  ^  ^200 

Sacramento    87  180  200 

Pasadena    42  180  200 

Washington,  D.  C 982  158  200 

Newark     792  164  191 

Detroit  3,010  150  189 

Los  Angeles  1,949  155  182 

St.   Louis   1,550  155  180 

Oakland   288  162  180 

Berkeley  29  155  179 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 964  175 

Pittsburgh    821  125  175 

Baltimore   1,350  144  164 

Buffalo  858  164 

Milwaukee    871  153  162 

Stockton     125  160 

Rochester  343  158 

San  Diego  63  115  156 

Long  Beach  151  154 

Seattle    433  139  153 

Philadelphia  3,400  127  152 

New  Orleans  424  139  152 

Qeveland  986  129  151 

Boston    1,954  120  150 

Minneapolis   469  149 

Portland,  Ore 232  134  148 

Indianapolis  406  80  146 

Cincinnati    441  116  143 

Kansas   Qty,  Mo 436  130  140 
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R-56 

PLAYGROUND  DIRECTORS 

(Full  Time) 

City  or  County          No.  Salary 

Los  Angeles  $120-225 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 56  120-175 

Pittsburgh    4  159 

20  109-120 

Seattle    15  146-159 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2  144-158 

25  139 

"    29  116-130 

Buffalo   39  153 

Minneapolis  36  4.00-6.40  d. 

Detroit   100-142 

St.   Louis   126-13  5 

San  Diego  80-125 


S-106 

BUS  OPERATORS 
City  No.  8-hour  Rate 

Boston    500   $  6.48 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 40  6.40 

Seattle    (Municipal)    ....101      5.60-6.40 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 40  6.05 

Detroit   (Municipal)   ....102  6.00 

Oakland   138  5.20 

Brooklyn,  N.  Y 518     4.00-5.20 

St.  Louis 487     4.80-5.20 

Cincinnati     123      4.56-4.96 

Buffalo   104  4.84 

S.  F.   Private   Co 14  4.57 

Kansas   City,   Mo 103  4.48 

Minneapolis   139  4.24 


S-102 
CONDUCTORS 
City  No.    8- 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 438  j 

Detroit   (Municiptl).... 1,486 
Seattle   (Municipal)....       38 

Boston  122 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 438 

St.  Louis  1,061 

Cincinnati    543 

Los  Angeles  803 

Minneapolis     450 

Buffalo  8 

S.  F.  Private  Co 896 


S-104 
MOTORMEN 
City  No.   8-hour 

Seattle   (Municipal)....       38  $5.68 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 430 

Detroit   (Municipal)  ..1,486 

Boston   85 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 430 

St.  Louis  964     4.80- 

Oakland*  419 

Brooklyn,    N.    Y.* 2,664      4.00- 

Buffalo*  589 

8 

Kansas  City,  Mo.* 906 

Cincinnati   542      4.00- 

Los  Angeles  772      3.50- 

Minneapolis    1,055 

S,  F.  Private  Co 882      3.49- 

Note:  *One-mari'car  operators. 


hour  Rate 

!         6.00 

6.00 

5.12-5.92 

5.68 

5.67 

4.80-5.20 

4.00-4.40 

3.50-4.24 

4.24 

4.20 

3.49-4.16 

Rate 
-6.48 
6.00 

6.00 
5.68 
5.67 

5.20 
5.20 
■5.20 
4.60 
4.20 
4.48 
4.40 
4.24 
4.24 
4.16 


T-56 

PROBATION  OFFICERS 
City  or  County  No.      Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 19  i^l80-275 

Philadelphia  5  208-250 

22  177-183 

100  125-177 

Alameda  County  3  200-250 

"■     5  175-200 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2  197-241 

16  183 

1  162 

Minneapolis  5  116-225 

Buffalo   14  161-203 

Sacramento  County 3  150-180 

Cleveland   10  131-169 

Los  Angeles  County 83  137-159 

Cincinnati    139-152 

Kansas   City,  Mo 150 

St.    Louis  130-139 
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U-112 

PIPE  CAULKERS 
City  or  County      No.       Rate  per  Day 

S.  F,  Former  Rate ...16  ^  7.50 

S.  F.  Present  Rate  ...16  7.09 

Milwaukee  153'162(Mo.) 

Minneapolis     H3-162{Mo.) 

Detroit   *6. 40-6.96 

Philadelphia  29  4.80-6.00 

Rochester  12  112-124(Mo.) 

Cincinnati    102'120(Mo.) 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist...  5,04 

Pasadena    18  4.50-4.95 

Pittsburgh    4.70 

Baltimore    89  4.00 

Note:  *5-day  week. 


U-116 

SERVICE  MEN 

City  or  County     No.  Rate  per  Day 

S.  F.  Former  Rate    .15  ?                  7.50 

S.  F.  Present  Rate....  15  7.09 

Minneapolis  26  140-150(Mo.) 

East  Bay  Util.  Dist.l5  141  (Mo.) 

2  5.52 

Seattle    5.65-6.10 

Portland  20  5.72 

Cincinnati    102-1  30(Mq.) 

Rochester  10  129(Mo.) 

Boston    29  4.50-5.40 

Pasadena    1  5.40 

13  4.25-4.95 

San  Diego  4.13-5.16 

St.  Louis  99-108(Mo.) 

Pittsburgh    4.50 

Cleveland     11  97(Mo,) 


U-126 

METER  INSPECTORS 

City  or  County                 No.  Salary 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 6  ^         175 

Detroit   I  173 

9  134-146 

Boston    19  121-163 

Minneapolis   1  160 

33  155 

13  120-150 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 6  157 

Pasadena    17  126-149 

St.   Louis   135-146 

Milwaukee   126-144 

Seattle     1  139 

Rochester  14  135 

Portland,  Ore 127 

Philadelphia  14  115-125 

Cleveland  3  109 

Cincinnati     93-107 

San  Diego  85-106 

Pittsburgh    4.50  d. 
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NOTE:  The  following  groups  arc  non-dvil  service,  and  therefore  have  no 
classification  niunber: 


GARDENERS 
City  or  County      No.      Rate  per  Day 


S.  F.  Former  Rate.. 

St.   Louis  

Detroit  

Buffalo  15 

Los  Angeles  11 

S.  F.  Present  Rate.. 

Boston    130 

Rochester  14 

23 

Baltimore  8 


Cincinnati    

Philadelphia  

Seattle    19 

9 

San  Diego  

Minneapolis   48 

Kansas  City,  Mo 

Pasadena    6 

Note:  *5-day  week. 


^         5.50-6.50 

135-146(Mo.) 

*4. 83-6. 48 

135(Mo.) 

*117-130(Mo.) 

5.20-6.14 

4.95-5.40 

5.40 

3.96 

123(Mo.) 

95-100(Mo.) 

93-120(Mo.) 

(Max.)  5.00 

4.50-5.00 

65-100(Mo.) 

3.89-4.86 

4.00 

3.20-4.00 

4.00 


PARK  LABORERS 


No. 


City  or  County 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 

Seattle    

Cleveland  72 

Los  Angeles  City 320 

Detroit  

Buffalo  

Boston    390 

Cincinnati     

San  Diego  

Pasadena    35 

Kansas  City,  Mo 

Minneapolis  140 

Philadelphia  (Max.)  3.75 

Pittsburgh    3.60 

Baltimore   3.60 

St.  Louis  2.70-3.38 

Rochester  200  3.24 

Note:  *5-day  week. 


Rate 
Per  Day 
^4.00-6.00 
4.00-5.67 

4.50-5.00 

4.80 

100(Mo.) 

*1. 80-4. 68 

4.62 

4.50 

3.42-4.18 

3.20-4.00 
4.00 

3.20-4.00 
4.00 


ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL 
TEACHERS 

Basic  data  obtained  from  N.  E.  A.  Tab- 
ulation LA,  Jan.  1933,  and  adjusted  to 
conform  to  recent  changes. 

Median 
City  Salary 

Per  Year 

S.  F.  Former  Rate ^2,516 

Cincinnati     2,385 

Newark 2,300 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2,200 

Philadelphia  2,155 

Oakland   2,150 

Long  Beach  2,120 

Los  Angeles  2,117 

Milwaukee    2,092 

Boston    1,980 

Seattle    1,934* 

Pittsburgh    1,924* 

Rochester  1.847 

Cleveland   1,840 

Indianapolis   1,738 

Portland  1,649* 

Kansas  City  1,63  5* 

Detroit   1,580 

Baltimore   1,576 

Minneapolis    1,527 

New  Orleans  1,424* 

Note:  *Although  1934  data  has  not 
been  received  from  these  cities  relative 
to  salary  changes,  recent  information  on 
changes  in  the  other  cities  indicates 
that  these  salaries  will,  in  most  cases, 
be  equal  to  or  higher  than  more  recent 
salary  schedules. 
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JUNIOR  HIGH  SCHOOL 

TEACHERS 

Basic  data  obtained  from  N.  E.  A.  Tab' 

ulation  I-A,  Jan.  1933,  and  adjusted  to 

conform  to  recent  changes. 

Median 
City  Salary 

Per  Year 

Newark    $3,080 

S.  F.  Former  Rate 2,724 

Long  Beach  2,617 

Cincinnati    2,527 

Oakland   2,400 

Pittsburgh    2,386* 

Philadelphia  2,382 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2,380 

Los  Angeles  2,358 

Rochester  2,281 

Detroit  2,204 

Boston    2,090 

Kansas  City  2,007* 

Cleveland  1,945 

Seattle    1,895* 

Milwaukee    1,855 

Baltimore   1,826 

Minneapolis  1,530 

Note:  *  Although  1934  data  has  not 
been  received  from  these  cities  relative 
to  salary  changes,  recent  information  on 
changes  in  the  other  cities  indicates 
that  these  salaries  will,  in  most  cases, 
be  equal  to  or  higher  than  more  recent 
salary  schedules. 


HIGH  SCHOOL  TEACHERS 

Basic  data  obtained  from  N.  E.  A.  Tab' 

ulation  I-A,  Jan.  1933,  and  adjusted  to 

conform  to  recent  changes. 

Median 
City  Salary 

Per  Year 

Newark     $3,280 

S.  F.   Former  Rate 3,204 

Philadelphia  2,919 

Pittsburgh    2,883 

S.  F.  Present  Rate 2,803 

Cincinnati     2,672 

Long  Beach  2,617 

Boston    2,569 

Los  Angeles  2,463 

Oakland   2,412 

Cleveland  2,395 

Baltimore   2,373 

Rochester  2,357 

Milwaukee    2,310 

Indianapolis  2,268 

Seattle    2,240* 

Detroit   2,220 

Kansas  City  2,168* 

New  Orleans  1,939* 

Portland   1,803* 

Minneapolis   1,675 

Note:  *Although  1934  data  has  not 
been  received  from  these  cities  relative 
to  salary  changes,  recent  information  on 
changes  in  the  other  cities  indicates 
that  these  salaries  will,  in  most  cases, 
be  equal  to  or  higher  than  more  recent 
salary  schedules. 
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THE  CITY,  OCTOBER  25,  1934 


RECAPITULATION 

Proposition  Subject                                  Recommendation 
No. 

1.  Bond  Issue  $30,000,000  Veterans'  Home  Loans  DISAPPROVED 

2.  Intoxicating  Liquors    (Initiative) NOT  ACTED  ON 

3.  Selection  of  Judges  (Initiative) APPROVED 

4.  Attorney  General    (Initiative) APPROVED 

5.  Authorize  Comment  on  Defendant's  Failure  to 

Testify   (Initiative)    NOT  ACTED  ON 

6.  Pleading    Guilty    Before    Committing    Magis- 

trate   (Initiative)    NOT  ACTED  ON 

7.  Civil   Service    (Initiative) APPROVED 

8.  Constitutional  Convention  DISAPPROVED 

9.  Chiropractic    (Initiative)    DISAPPROVED 

10.  Claims  and  Budgets  Procedure APPROVED 

11.  Making  State  Board  of  Education  elective; 

Superintendent  Appointive   (Initiative) DISAPPROVED 

12.  Interest  Rates  NOT  ACTED  ON 

13.  Local  Option   (Initiative) NOT  ACTED  ON 

14.  Superior  Court  Judges APPROVED 

15.  Superior  Court— Judicial  Election  Districts DISAPPROVED 

16.  Municipal  Courts  APPROVED 

17.  Naturopathic   Act    (Initiative) DISAPPROVED 

18.  Water  Resources  DISAPPROVED 

19.  State  Indebtedness  DISAPPROVED 

20.  Cities  May  Join  Mutual  Water  District NOT  ACTED  ON 

21.  Eminent  Domain  DISAPPROVED 

22.  Joint  Exercise  of  Powers,  Political  Subdivisions  DISAPPROVED 

23.  Unemployment  Relief  Bonds,  $24,000,000 APPROVED 
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State  Propositions  on  the  T^ovemher  Ballot 

Proposition  No.  1 

BOND  ISSUE  ^30,000,000  VETERANS'  HOME  LOANS- 
DISAPPROVED 

This  is  a  legislative  act  providing  for  a  bond  issue  of  $30,000,000  for 
veterans'  loans  for  homes  and  farms.  The  bonds  have  a  45'year  redemp' 
tion  period.  Bond  issues  previously  authori2;ed  for  this  purpose  amount 
to  $50,000,000  (1921— $10,000,000;  1926— $20,000,000;  1930— $20,000,- 
000).  Of  the  43,000  applications  made  since  the  first  enactment,  11,000 
loans  were  made  which  took  the  entire  $50,000,000.  The  appHcations 
now  on  file  number  20,665.  If  all  of  these  are  to  be  allowed,  and  the 
average  loan  is  the  same  as  for  the  previous  issues,  over  $63,000,000 
would  still  be  required  in  addition  to  this  proposed  $30,000,000. 

There  have  been  1,746  repossessions  amounting  to  $7,416,727 — in- 
cluding capitalized  interest  and  taxes.  At  least  $1,000,000  of  deUnquent 
loans  have  been  restored  to  good  standing  through  refinancing  by  adding 
unpaid  interest  to  the  principal. 

There  has  not  been  a  reappraisal  of  property  values  to  determine  what 
effect  deflation  has  had  and  will  have  on  the  whole  financial  program. 

To  date  there  has  been  no  charge  against  the  taxpayers  for  interest 
and  redemption. 

Only  oncquarter  of  the  original  applicants  have  received  loans,  the 
applicants  representing  in  turn  one-quarter  of  the  estimated  number  of 
veterans. 

The  average  age  of  veterans  was  27  when  the  program  started.  The 
average  age  would  be  42  for  this  issue.  The  mortality  and  earning  ability 
connected  with  a  long-term  loan  made  at  an  average  age  of  42  would 
indicate  a  much  less  favorable  showing  for  loans  from  the  proposed  issue. 

It  may  be  contended  that  veterans  who  have  not  received  loans  are 
being  discriminated  against,  but  the  proposed  issue  provides  for  only 
one-third  of  the  present  applicants. 

While  the  continuance  of  the  program  is  in  line  with  the  national 
program  for  recovery  and  the  original  program  had  merit,  we  beheve 
that  the  magnitude  of  the  issue  has  far  exceeded  the  original  objectives 
and  that  the  interval  of  time  since  the  inception  of  the  program  is  so 
great  as  to  place  the  proposed  bond  issue  in  a  different  class  than  the 
original  one.   It  is  recommended  that  the  act  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  2 
INTOXICATING  LIQUORS  — NOT  ACTED  ON 

This  is  an  initiative  measure  that  proposes  to  amend  existing  liquor 
control  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  to  permit  the  sale  of  all  liquors 
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in  bona  fide  public  eating  places,  hotels,  restaurants  and  clubs;  secondly, 
to  give  licensing  powers  to  the  State  Board  of  Equalization;  and,  thirdly, 
to  require  the  Legislature  to  apportion  fees  between  the  State,  counties 
and  cities. 

This  measure,  being  regulatory  and  non'governmental,  is  not  within 
the  province  of,  and  therefore  is  not  acted  upon  by,  the  Bureau. 


Propositions  No.  3,  4,  5  and  6  (the  latter  two  not  being  acted  on  by  the 
Bureau)  were  submitted  by  initiative  as  part  of  a  program  developed  by 
State-wide  conferences  of  representative  organizations  for  the  purpose  of 
improving  the  administration  of  criminal  justice. 


Proposition  No.  3 
SELECTION  OF  JUDGES  —  APPROVED 

This  initiative  constitutional  amendment  provides  that  the  justices  of 
the  supreme  and  appellate  courts,  when  running  for  rc'election,  will  "run 
against  their  records"  and  not  against  other  candidates.  Any  such 
supreme  or  appellate  court  justice,  on  filing  notice  of  his  candidacy,  will 
have  his  name  appear  alone  on  the  ballot  for  the '  particular  office  and 
the  vote  of  the  people  on  his  candidacy  will  be  a  "yes""  or  "no"  vote  as 
to  whether  he  shall  be  re-elected.  The  amendment  also  provides  that 
vacancies  on  the  supreme  or  appellate  court  benches  shall  be  filled  by 
appointment  by  the  Governor  subject  to  confirmation  of  such  appointment 
by  at  least  two  members  of  a  commission  made  up  of  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  presiding  appellate  court  justice  and  the 
Attorney  General.  The  amendment  retains  the  present  Constitutional 
provision  that  judges  may  be  subject  to  recall  in  the  same  manner  as 
elective  public  officers. 

The  measure  also  provides  that  this  system  of  selection  of  judges 
may  be  made  applicable  to  the  superior  court  judges  of  any  county  when 
a  majority  of  the  electors  of  such  county  voting  on  the  question  shall 
vote  in  favor  thereof. 

One  of  the  fundamental  criticisms  directed  at  the  administration  of 
justice  develops  out  of  the  elective  system  of  choosing  judges.  Under 
the  elective  system  an  incumbent  judge,  despite  his  length  of  service 
and  his  record  in  office,  must  periodically  engage  in  a  political  campaign 
for  re-election.  While  the  amendment  retains  the  feature  of  election  or 
rejection  by  vote  of  the  people,  the  issue  will  not  be  complicated  by  a 
bitter  personal  campaign  between  two  or  more  candidates. 

The  method  of  selection  provided  by  this  measure,  coupled  with  the 
provision  that  each  judge  shall  go  before  the  people  at  regular  intervals 
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on  his  record  alone,  represents  an  improvement  over  the  present  elective 
system.    It  is  recommended  that  this  measure  be  APPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  4 
ATTORNEY  GENERAL  —  APPROVED 

This  initiative  amendment  v^ould  add  a  new  section  to  the  Consti' 
tution  designating  the  Attorney  General  as  the  chief  law  officer  of  the 
State,  vesting  him  with  authority  to  supervise  district  attorneys,  sheriffs 
and  such  other  law  enforcement  officers  as  the  Legislature  may  direct 
in  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  duties  of  their  offices.  The  Attorney 
General  may  require  written  reports  concerning  investigation,  detection, 
prosecution  and  punishment  of  crime  in  the  jurisdictions  of  these  officials 
and  whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  any  such  county 
official  is  not  adequately  enforcing  the  law,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
Attorney  General  to  prosecute  any  violations  of  law  in  such  county. 

The  intent  of  this  amendment  is  to  provide  coordination  of  the  law 
enforcement  agencies  of  the  State  which  are  now  segregated  into  58 
county  units.  This  will  make  possible  the  establishment  of  State'wide 
law  enforcement  agencies,  analogous  to  those  now  under  the  Federal 
Department  of  Justice.  This  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  and  should 
provide  for  a  more  adequate  control  of  the  crime  situation.  It  is  recom' 
mended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  5 

PERMITTING  COMMENT  ON  FAILURE  OF  DEFENDANT  TO 
TESTIFY  — NOT  ACTED  ON 

This  initiative  measure  would  permit  the  court  and  prosecutor  to 
comment  on  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  testify  in  a  criminal  case. 
Under  existing  statutes,  the  judge  and  the  district  attorney  are  prevented 
from  commenting  on  the  refusal  or  failure  of  a  defendant  to  testify. 

This  measure,  dealing  v^th  court  procedure,  is  not  within  the  Bureau's 
field  and  is  therefore  not  acted  upon  by  the  Bureau. 


Proposition  No.  6 
PLEADING  GUILTY  BEFORE  COMMITTING  MAGISTRATE— 

NOT  ACTED  ON 

This  initiative  measure  would  allow  the  accused  to  plead  guilty  in  the 
presence  of  his  counsel  before  the  committing  magistrate,  if  consented  to 
by  the  magistrate  and  the  district  attorney,  and  except  in  felony  cases 
punishable  with  the  death  penalty. 

This  measure,  dealing  with  court  procedure,  is  not  within  the  Bureau's 
field  and  is  therefore  not  acted  upon  by  the  Bureau. 
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Proposition  No.  7 

STATE  CIVIL  SERIVCE  —  APPROVED 

This  proposed  State  initiative  amendment  is  designed  to  specify  in  the 
Constitution  which  departments  and  State  employments  shall  come  under 
civil  service,  or  the  merit  system;  also  to  provide  that  the  Legislature 
may  add  other  departments  or  employments  to  those  under  civil  service, 
but  may  not  add  to  the  exemptions  from  civil  service.  At  present  it  is 
possible  for  the  Legislature  or  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  declare 
positions  exempt  from  civil  service  and  thereby  subject  to  unrestricted 
appointment.  The  measure  does  not  deal  with  other  major  phases  of  civil 
service — appointments,  promotions,  removals,  etc — these  matters  being 
left  to  legislative  enactment  or  Commission  regulations,  as  at  present. 

State  employees  now  exempt  from  civil  service  who  have  held  their 
positions  for  six  months  prior  to  passage  of  this  amendment,  will  be 
''blanketed  in"  after  serving  a  probationary  period  of  from  two  to  eight 
months  from  the  date  of  passage  of  the  amendment.  All  employees  at 
present  with  civil  service  status  shall  retain  such  status. 

The  constitutional  amendment  will  set  up  a  commission  composed  of 
five  members,  appointed  by  the  Governor  for  ten-year  terms,  with  one 
term  expiring  every  two  years.  The  Legislature  may  add  to,  but  not  sub' 
tract  from,  the  positions  included  under  civil  service  by  the  act.  Positions 
and  departments  exempted  from  civil  service  requirements  include  elective 
officers  and  state  officers  appointed  by  the  Governor,  the  employees  of 
the  Legislature,  the  courts  and  the  Attorney  General's  office,  employees 
of  the  University  of  California  and  state  normal  schools,  the  teaching 
staff  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  superintendent.  Railroad  Commis- 
sion  employees,  employees  of  state  charitable  or  correctional  institutions, 
the  veterans'  home,  and  other  miscellaneous  employments. 

The  measure  "blankets  in"  under  civil  service,  many  positions  that 
are  now  exempt.  This  is  the  customary  practice  when  non-civil  service 
positions  are  brought  under  civil  service,  and  is  similar  to  past  practice 
in  the  San  Francisco  civil  service.  The  measure  seems  to  be  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.    It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  8 
CONSTITUTIONAL  CONVENTION  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  measure,  if  adopted,  would  require  the  1935  Legislature  to  call 
a  special  election  for  the  purpose  of  choosing  delegates  to  a  constitu' 
tional  convention.  The  convention  would  go  into  session  within  three 
months  after  such  election,  and  continue  in  session  until  a  draft  of  a  new 
constitution  had  been  prepared,  which  would  be  submitted  to  the  voters. 
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In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  a  constitutional  convention  and  a 
revision  of  the  constitution  is  not  desirable  at  this  time.  The  cost  of  a 
special  election,  which  would  probably  have  to  be  borne  by  the  various 
counties  in  the  State,  would  add  to  their  expenditures  during  the  current 
fiscal  year.  The  preparation  of  a  new  constitution  that  could  be  hoped  to 
produce  maximum  benefits,  should  be  deferred  until  more  settled  times. 
Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  9 
CHIROPRACTIC  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  is  an  initiative  measure  designed  to  substitute  almost  an  entirely 
new  act  for  the  chiropractic  act  (initiative)  adopted  in  1922.  The  Cali' 
fornia  Chiropractic  Association  ofiicers  state  in  their  argument  against 
the  measure  that  the  proposed  act  ''is  not  only  useless  legislation,  but  is 
one  of  the  most  dangerous  proposals  ever  submitted  to  the  voters  of 
California." 

The  proposed  act  provides  for  a  board  of  governors,  elected  by  the 
chiropractors  association,  instead  of  appointed  by  the  Governor.  The 
measure  would  permit  chiropractors  to  practice  in  hospitals  supported  by 
public  funds  and  would  permit  them  to  have  the  same  rights  as  physicians 
and  surgeons  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  It  apparently 
increases  the  scope  and  possible  field  of  activity  of  the  chiropractors, 
reduces  the  requirements  of  licensees  and  gives  the  governing  board 
authority  to  approve  chiropractic  colleges  that  comply  with  the  minimum 
requirements  of  the  act  and  without  securing  a  charter  of  incorporation. 

The  measure  has  been  presented  as  an  "amendment"  to  the  existing 
act,  whereas  it  is  essentially  an  entirely  new  act.  It  cannot  be  amended 
except  by  a  vote  of  the  people,  if  some  features  are  found  to  be  unsound. 
The  State  will  have  no  part  in  the  administration  of  the  act  for  the  pro' 
tection  of  the  pubHc.  The  principal  features  of  the  measure  are  regular 
tory,  and,  as  such,  are  not  within  the  field  of  the  Bureau.  The  govern' 
mental  features  of  the  measure,  however,  are  not  for  the  best  interests  of 
the  public — such  as  the  creation  of  an  official  board  with  wide  powers  as 
an  agency  of  the  State,  but  the  members  of  which  are  appointed  by 
private  persons.  For  these  reasons,  it  is  recommended  that  this  be 
DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  10 
CLAIMS  AND  BUDGETS  —  APPROVED 

This  is  a  senate  constitutional  amendment  which  provides  for  inclu' 
sion  of  all  departments  and  funds  in  a  standard  procedure  for  preparation 
of  budgets  and  making  of  disbursements.    Several  departments  and  funds 
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are  now  exempt  from  such  provisions  due  to  failure  to  incorporate  such 
requirements  in  the  initiative  measures  or  enabling  acts  creating  them. 
The  provisions  of  the  act  will  not  disturb  any  priority  rights  on  revenues, 
such  as  are  given  to  school  expenditures.  The  act  extends  the  require' 
ments  of  good  financial  procedure  and  it  is  recommended  that  it  be 
APPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  11 

MAKING  STATE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  ELECTIVE  AND 

DIRECTOR  APPOINTIVE  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  is  an  initiative  constitutional  amendment  making  it  mandatory 
that  the  State  Board  of  Education  be  elective  and  provides  for  an 
appointive  administrative  head  of  the  educational  department. 

The  Constitution  now  requires  that  the  legislature  shall  provide  for 
an  elective  or  appointive  board.  The  existing  legislation  sets  up  a  board 
appointed  by  the  Governor.  The  Constitution  now  requires  that  the 
superintendent  of  schools  be  elected. 

The  proposed  amendment  provides  for  the  election  of  ten  members 
to  the  board,  to  be  elected  in  ten  districts  for  a  term  of  ten  years,  stag- 
gered at  two-year  intervals.  The  board  is  to  appoint  the  Director  of  Educa- 
tion (Superintendent). 

While  it  is  generally  desirable  that  a  state  superintendent  of  schools 
be  appointed,  it  seems  undesirable  to  provide  for  ten  elective  members 
of  the  Board,  from  ten  districts  of  the  State,  for  ten-year  periods.  In 
recent  years,  the  tendency  has  been  toward  the  short  ballot,  and  from 
this  standpoint,  this  measure  is  a  step  backward.  It  is  recommended  that 
the  proposed  amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  12 
INTEREST  RATES  — NOT  ACTED  ON 

This  proposed  amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which  proposes  to 
amend  the  existing  usury  law,  prescribes  a  maximum  interest  rate  of  10 
per  cent  and  exempts  from  these  restrictions  practically  everyone,  includ- 
ing pawnbrokers,  except,  presumably,  individual  money-lenders. 

This  measure,  being  regulatory  and  non-governmental,  is  not  acted 
on  by  the  Bureau. 


Proposition  No.  13 
LOCAL  OPTION  —  NOT  ACTED  ON 

This  is  the   second   of  two  initiative  measures,  designed  to  amend 
existing  liquor  control  provisions  of  the  Constitution.  Under  this  measure, 
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a  majority  vote  of  any  city,  county  or  precinct  thereof,  would  prohibit 
the  sale,  transportation  or  possession  of  alcoholic  beverages  in  that  area. 
This  measure,   being  regulatory  rather  than   governmental,   has  not 
been  acted  on  by  the  Bureau. 


Proposition  No.  14 

SUPERIOR  COURT  JUDGES  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  is  apphcable  only  to  Los  Angeles  County,  and,  if 
adopted,  must  later  be  approved  by  the  voters  of  Los  Angeles  County 
before  it  shall  take  effect.  It  provides  for  a  system  of  selecting  superior 
court  judges  in  that  county  somewhat  similar  to  the  system  of  selecting 
supreme  and  appellate  court  justices  as  provided  in  Proposition  No.  3. 
Any  vacancy  in  the  Los  Angeles  County  Superior  Court  would  be  filled 
by  the  Governor  from  a  list  of  not  less  than  two  nor  more  than  three 
candidates  named  by  a  board  comprising  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  Presiding  Justice  of  the  District  Court  of  Appeals  and  the 
State  Senator  from  Los  Angeles  County.  At  the  expiration  of  an  incum- 
bent's  term  if  he  declared  himself  for  re-election  he  would  run  only 
"against  his  record,"  to  be  re-elected  or  rejected  by  the  voters,  and  would 
not  have  to  engage  in  a  political  contest  with  other  candidates  for  the 
office. 

It  is  stated  that  because  of  the  large  population  of  Los  Angeles 
County  and  the  very  large  number  of  candidates  for  superior  court  judge 
that  usually  appear  on  the  ballot,  a  large  percentage  of  voters  do  not 
cast  any  ballot  for  this  office,  and  that  these  factors  combine  to  lower 
the  qualifications  of  persons  elected  to  the  Los  Angeles  County  Superior 
Court. 

For  the  reasons  outlined  herein  and  in  more  detail  in  the  discussion 
of  Proposition  No.  3,  it  is  recommended  that  this  measure  be  AP' 
PROVED. 


Proposition  No.  15 
SUPERIOR  COURT— JUDICIAL  ELECTION  DISTRICTS- 
DISAPPROVED 

This  amendment  likewise  applies  only  to  Los  Angeles  County.  It 
provides  that  in  counties  having  a  population  of  over  one  miUion,  the 
Legislature  shall  divide  such  county  into  judicial-election  districts  and 
may  provide  for  the  apportionment  of  the  number  of  judges  of  the 
county  superior  court  among  such  districts.  It  is  urged  as  necessary 
for  Los  Angeles,  because  of  the  large  area,  large  population  and  large 
number  of  judges  on  the  Superior  Court  bench  of  that  county.    It  is 
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contended  that  by  electing  a  judge  or  judges  from  among  the  residents 
of  a  judicial  election  district,  the  candidate  will  have  better  opportunity 
of  presenting  his  candidacy  to  the  district  voters  and  the  voters  will  be 
able  to  analyze  the  qualifications  of  the  respective  candidates. 

However,  the  measure  does  not  limit  the  number  of  such  districts 
that  may  be  estabHshed,  nor  provide  any  limitations — population,  area,  in' 
corporated  communities,  etc. — as  a  basis  for  establishing  any  such  district. 
The  Superior  Court  of  Los  Angeles  County  comprises  fifty  judges.  If  an 
election  district  should  be  established  for  each  such  office,  and  election 
or  appointment  restricted  to  a  resident  of  such  district,  this  would  prob' 
ably  result  in  a  lowering  of  standards.  Furthermore,  this  election'district 
plan  would  seriously  interfere  with  the  plan  of  selecting  judges  provided 
by  Proposition  No.  14.  Therefore  it  is  recommended  that  this  measure 
(Proposition  No.  15)  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  16 
MUNICIPAL  COURTS  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  is  simply  a  rC' writing  and  briefing  of  Section  11, 
Article  IV  of  the  Constitution,  providing  for  municipal  courts.  The 
measure  simply  clarifies  the  existing  Section  11  and  makes  no  change 
whatsoever  in  the  provisions  and  effect  of  this  section.  It  is  recommended 
that  this  be  APPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  17 

NATUROPATHIC  ACT  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  is  an  initiative  measure,  which  would  create  a  Naturopathic 
Association,  provide  for  the  regulation  of  naturopathy  and  the  right  to 
grant  approval  to  the  establishment  of  naturopathic  colleges.  The  neces' 
sity  for  the  measure  is  somewhat  obscure  since  there  are  only  three 
persons  in  San  Francisco  listed  in  the  classified  section  of  the  telephone 
directory  as  naturopaths.  A  naturopath,  from  the  wording  of  the  defini' 
tion  in  the  proposed  measure,  appears  to  be  a  drugless  practitioner.  This 
measure,  which  resembles  the  chiropractic  act.  Proposition  No.  9  on  the 
ballot,  is  also  opposed  by  the  California  Chiropractic  Association  officers. 

If  adopted,  the  proposed  act,  which  is  over  eight  thousand  words  in 
length,  can  be  amended  only  by  a  vote  of  the  people.  By  setting  up  a 
governing  board  selected  by  the  members  of  the  Naturopathic  Associa- 
tion,  the  measure  takes  the  administration  of  the  act  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  State.  The  act  sets  up  specifications  of  unprofessional  conduct 
for  which  the  license  of  a  naturopath  shall  be  revoked.  These  are  based 
on  the  Medical  Practice  Act  of  1913,  with  a  number  of  important  prcK 
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visions  omitted,  such  as  procuring  or  aiding  to  procure  an  abortion;  willful 
betrayal  of  a  professional  secret;  habitual  drunkenness  or  excessive  use 
of  narcotics;  employing  any  suspended  or  unlicensed  practitioner  in  treat' 
ments;  etc. 

The  measure,  in  addition  to  being  open  to  interpretations  that  might 
seriously  affect  the  welfare  of  the  public  and  break  down  existing  health 
standards,  is  an  unnecessary  piece  of  legislation.  The  existing  statutes 
now  provide  for  drugless  practitioners  under  regulations  designed  to 
protect  the  public.  The  creation  of  an  official  board  with  official  powers, 
but  the  members  of  which  are  appointed  by  private  persons,  is  unsound 
from  a  governmental  standpoint  and  is  not  in  the  public  interest.  It  is 
therefore  recommended  that  this  measure  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  18 

WATER  RESOURCES  —  DISAPPROVED 

Amendment  No.  18  on  the  ballot  proposes  to  add  a  new  article  to 
the  Constitution,  Article  XlV-a,  which  would,  if  approved  by  the  voters, 
permit  the  state  or  a  state  agency  (any  county,  city  and  county,  munici' 
pality  or  district)  to  enter  into  any  water  or  power  development  project 
without  the  necessity  of  securing  a  two-thirds  vote  on  a  bond  issue  for 
that  purpose.  It  also  empowers  the  State  Legislature  to  determine  stream 
flow,  water  rights,  extent  of  water  diversion,  etc.,  and  to  provide  by  law 
the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  the  act  will  be  made  effective. 

This  measure  authorizes  the  lending  of  state  credit  for  a  period  of 
seventy  years  to  any  city,  county  or  other  state  agency  for  payment  of 
the  agency's  indebtedness  incurred  in  the  acquisition  or  development  of 
water  and  power  resources.  It  would  permit  the  incurring  of  an  indebt' 
edness  for  these  purposes  merely  by  securing  the  approval  of  an  official 
or  official  body  of  the  State  to  be  designated  by  the  Legislature,  such 
approval  to  be  based  on  contracts  for  the  sale  of  water  or  power  on  a 
basis  estimated  as  sufficient  to  provide  for  repayment  to  the  State  in  not 
more  than  seventy  years.  It  is  made  mandatory  upon  the  Legislature  to 
levy  an  ad  valorem  tax  on  all  property  subject  to  taxation  within  the 
boundaries  of  any  city,  county  or  other  state  agency  in  the  event  of 
default  by  such  agency  in  its  payment  of  debt  charges. 

This  measure  has  several  undesirable  features,  but  the  most  unsound 
is  that  which  would  permit  any  district,  county  or  municipality  to  incur 
an  indebtedness  for  a  period  of  seventy  years  without  a  two-thirds  vote 
of  the  people;  and  also  authorizing  state  officials  to  become  the  sole  judge 
of  the  worth  of  any  water  and  power  development.  The  number  of 
defaulting   reclamation    and    other    districts,   passed    favorably   by   state 
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officials  when  the  indebtedness  was  incurred,  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  this  method  of  control.  It  is  recommended  that  this  be  DISAP' 
PROVED. 


Proposition  No.  19 
STATE  INDEBTEDNESS  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  measure,  although  originally  drafted  to  improve  existing  con' 
stitutional  provisions  relative  to  the  issuance  and  refunding  of  indebted- 
ness, has  been  found  to  have  some  objectionable  features.  As  a  result, 
the  authors  and  sponsors  of  the  measure,  in  the  official  argument,  recom- 
mend a  vote  of  NO.  In  the  last  two  paragraphs  it  is  stated  that  noth- 
ing in  this  measure  shall  prohibit  the  issuance  of  bonds  for  refunding 
purposes  nor  prohibit  the  issuance  of  bonds  by  the  State  for  any  period 
up  to  seventy  years  for  the  acquisition  or  development  of  water  and 
power  resources. 

The  first  of  these  two  questionable  paragraphs  would  authorize  the 
issuance  of  refunding  bonds  without  a  vote  of  the  electorate,  as  this  type 
of  transaction  is  expressly  exempted  from  prior  provisions  dealing  with 
bond  procedure. 

The  last  paragraph  of  the  amendment  would  authorize  the  issuance 
of  seventy-year  bonds,  without  vote  of  the  people,  for  all  water  and 
power  projects  that  may  be  authorized  under  Proposition  No.  18. 

This  last  paragraph,  by  specifically  stating  that  "nothing  in  this 
section  shall  be  construed  to  limit  or  prohibit  the  issuance  by  the  State 
of  California  of  bonds  for  not  to  exceed  a  period  of  seventy  years  for 
the  acquisition,  development  or  distribution  of  waters  and  water  resources, 
including  electric  energy"  seems  to  remove  all  limitations  except  the 
seventy-year  life  of  bond  issues  for  the  purposes  enumerated.  If  this 
interpretation  is  correct,  the  measure  would  permit  the  issuance  of  state 
bonds,  for  state  projects  or  to  finance  local  projects,  without  limit  and 
without  securing  the  approval  of  the  electorate. 

It  is  recommended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  20 

STOCK  OWNERSHIP  BY  CITIES  IN  MUTUAL  WATER 

COMPANIES  —  NOT  ACTED  ON 

This  is  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which  provides  that  any 
city  of  the  fifth  or  sixth  class  (population  10,000  or  less)  may  hold  stock 
in  any  mutual  water  company,  supplying  water  for  public  use. 

This  measure  being  of  very  limited  application  to  some  cities  of  the 
sixth  class,  it  has  not  been  acted  upon  by  the  Bureau. 
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Proposition  No.  21 
EMINENT  DOMAIN— DISAPPROVED 

It  is  proposed  by  this  amendment  to  Article  I,  Section  14,  to  extend 
the  right  of  eminent  domain  to  every  metropolitan  or  municipal  water, 
municipal  utility,  drainage,  irrigation,  levee,  and  reclamation  district  "or 
similar  public  corporation,"  and  to  extend  the  purposes  for  which  the 
right  of  eminent  domain  could  be  exercised,  to  lands  to  be  used  for  reser- 
voir purposes. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  permit  these  districts  to  appropriate 
and  take  property  for  immediate  use  after  commencing  eminent  domain 
proceedings  and  depositing  funds  as  security  with  the  court.  This  power 
is  reserved  for  only  the  state,  county  and  municipal  corporations  at 
present,  all  others  must  wait  until  a  decision  is  reached  and  full  compen- 
sation  made. 

There  may  be  objection  to  extending  this  power  to  some  types  of 
districts,  which  are,  in  many  instances,  looselyorganized  and  poorly 
managed.  If  the  power  of  immediate  possession  was  extended  to  water 
districts  only,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  objection  to  the  measure,  as  the 
necessities  involved  in  supplying  water  to  communities  is  well'recogni2;ed. 
As  there  does  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  reason  for  inclusion  of  levee, 
reclamation,  drainage  and  similar  districts,  it  is  recommended  that  this 
measure  be  DISAPPROVED  . 


Proposition  No.  22 

AUTHORIZING  AGREEMENTS  BY  POLITICAL  SUBDIVISIONS 

FOR  JOINT  EXERCISE  OF  POWERS  —  DISAPPROVED 

This  amendment  proposes  a  new  section  to  the  Constitution  by 
adding  Section  7%  to  Article  XI,  to  provide  procedure  for  the  joint 
exercise  of  powers  between  political  subdivisions.  It  defines  the  latter 
term  as  referring  only  to  a  city,  county,  or  city  and  county.  The  measure 
provides  for  the  selection  of  a  special  board  composed  of  five  electors  at 
a  special  election  from  each  city  or  county  involved.  The  special  election 
may  be  called  by  either  a  two-thirds  vote  of  each  legislative  body  or  by  a 
petition  signed  by  fifteen  per  cent  of  the  electors  of  each  city  or  county. 

The  measure  requires  that  in  said  special  election  the  electors  be 
permitted  to  vote  on  the  proposition  involved  in  the  proposed  agreement 
and  also  the  candidates  for  a  place  on  the  board,  who  may  be  nominated 
by  a  petition  signed  by  one  hundred  electors  of  the  cities  and  counties 
involved. 

If  the  proposition  carries,  the  elected  board  will  proceed  with  the 
drafting  of  an  agreement,  which  will  be  submitted  to  the  electors  of  each 
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city  and  county  involved.  The  parties  to  the  agreement  must  defray  all 
expenses.  To  amend  or  rescind  the  articles  of  agreement,  the  propositions 
must  be  placed  on  the  ballot  of  the  next  general  state  election  or  a  special 
election  called  for  that  purpose. 

The  measure  sets  up  a  costly  and  cumbersome  procedure,  which,  in 
the  opinion  of  some  attorneys,  will  probably  exclude  existing  procedure 
for  joint  exercise  of  powers  between  political  subdivisions  as  herein 
defined.  The  measure,  if  adopted,  apparently  will  have  no  effect  on  the 
formation  of  districts  for  cooperative  action  on  such  matters  as  highways, 
drainage,  etc.  The  political  subdivisions  covered  by  the  proposed  amend' 
ment  now  have,  under  existing  statutes,  the  right  of  joint  exercise  of 
powers.  The  adoption  of  this  measure,  if  as  contended  would  set  up  a 
sole  and  exclusive  procedure  for  joint  exercise  of  powers,  might  seriously 
interfere  with  present  powers — for  example,  the  powers  of  the  Boards 
of  Supervisors  of  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo  Counties  to  adopt  a  joint 
agreement  for  garbage  disposal.  For  these  reasons,  Proposition  No.  22 
on  the  ballot  is  DISAPPROVED. 


Proposition  No.  23 
UNEMPLOYMENT  RELIEF  BONDS  —  APPROVED 

This  is  a  senate  constitutional  amendment  which  provides  for  the 
issuance  and  administration  of  the  expenditure  of  $24,000,000  bonds 
for  relief  purposes.  The  bonds  have  a  redemption  period  of  ten  years 
after  a  fivcyear  moratorium.  The  proceeds  of  the  bonds  are  to  be  used 
by  July  1,  1935. 

It  is  stated  that  the  Federal  government  is  requiring  that  states  share 
in  relief  expenditures  before  extending  Federal  grants.  The  bond  issue 
provides  that  the  proceeds  be  given  as  grants  to  municipal  subdivisions. 
The  proceeds  from  the  previous  $20,000,000  bond  issue  were  loaned  to 
subdivisions  with  specific  provisions  for  repayment. 

The  state  cannot  finance  relief  from  current  revenues  as  the  deficit 
at  the  end  of  the  biennium  (June  30,  1935)  is  estimated  to  be  $30,000,' 
000  on  the  basis  of  existing  obligations. 

While  the  financing  of  relief  should  more  properly  be  from  current 
revenues,  in  view  of  the  state's  incomplete  ability  to  so  finance  in  the 
balance  of  this  biennium  and  the  necessity  for  the  state's  sharing  in 
relief  costs,  it  is  recommended  that  the  amendment  be  APPROVED. 
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Charter  A^mendments  on  J^ovember  Ballot 

Charter  Amendment  No.  1 
CONTINUOUS  SERVICE— DISAPPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  161  of  the  charter  would  provide  that 
the  time  spent  by  any  municipal  employee  in  the  mihtary  or  naval 
service  in  time  of  war,  shall  be  counted  as  "dty  service"  in  calculating 
such  employee's  retirement  and  pension  benefits. 

The  amendment  will  aifect  96  employees.  The  City's  actuary  advised 
the  Supervisors  that  the  added  cost  of  pensions  could  not  be  estimated, 
as  it  is  impossible  to  know  how  many  employees  would  take  advantage 
of  the  earher  retirement  provided  by  the  amendment.  As  a  maximum 
he  estimated  that  it  may  increase  the  City's  pension  HabiHties  by  a  maxi- 
mum  of  $32,000.  Of  this  sum,  $26,000  is  made  up  of  a  possible  increase 
m  fire  pension  costs. 

The  firemen's  pension  system  is  now  unduly  costly.  Proposals  have 
been  made  by  the  Bureau  and  other  organizations  during  the  last  two 
years  to  materially  reduce  the  existing  deficits  and  the  taxpayer's  costs 
for  fire  pensions.  Until  this  is  done,  there  should  be  no  consideration  of 
any  proposal  to  extend  or  add  to  this  pension  system.  For  this  reason 
it  is  recommended  that  this  amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  2 
CONTROLLER'S  REPORTS  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  65  of  the  charter  would  revise  the  charter 
requirements  dealing  with  the  Controller's  financial  reports,  on  the  basis 
of  two  years'  experience  under  the  new  charter.  Controller's  monthly 
reports  would  be  limited  to  reports  on  the  status  of  budgeted  expenditure 
appropriations  showing  expenditures,  encumbrances  and  balances.  The 
Controller's  complete  financial  reports  of  aU  accounts,  and  the  detail  of 
each,  would  be  required  quarterly  instead  of  monthly  as  at  present.  The 
amendment  also  requires  that  the  Controller  prepare  a  report  quarterly 
on  the  actual  and  prospective  revenues  and  expenditures  of  all  funds  in 
such  manner  as  to  show  the  City's  estimated  cash  position  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year.  The  Controller's  annual  report  would  be  printed  and  dis- 
tributed on  the  completion  of  the  annual  audit  of  the  Controller's  accounts. 
The  monthly  report  of  expenditure  appropriations,  together  with  the 
quarterly  general  financial  report,  should  give  adequate  information  of  the 
finances  of  the  City.  It  is  recommended  that  the  amendment  be  AP- 
PRO'VED.  

Charter  Amendment  No.  3 
BUDGET  AND  APPROPRIATION  ORDINANCE— APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  72  of  the  charter  defines  more  specifically 
the  budget  data  which  is  required  to  be  published.    It  also  writes  into  the 
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charter  the  allotment  system  of  controlling  expenditures  on  the  basis  of 
the  actual  amount  of  revenue  received  which  system  of  allotments  ha3 
been  provided  for  in  all  annual  appropriation  ordinances  adopted  since 
the  new  charter  went  into  effect.  When  estimated  revenues  fail  to 
materialize,  the  Controller  is  directed  to  reduce  or  "allot"  expenditures 
accordingly. 

The  allotment  system  provides  an  orderly  method  for  keeping  the 
City  on  the  cash  basis  required  by  other  sections  of  the  charter.  It  is 
recommended  that  the  amendment  be  APPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  4 
PERMITS  AND  INSPECTIONS  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  24  empowers  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
provide  for  the  collection  of  license  taxes.  It  continues  the  existing  prO' 
vision  that  no  license  tax  shall  be  imposed  on  manufacturers  or  dealers 
operating  at  fixed  places  of  business  in  the  city  except  such  as  require 
police,  health,  sanitary  or  other  permits  or  licenses.  In  a  number  of  cases 
recently  decided  in  the  Superior  Court,  the  Court  has  held  that  the  new 
charter  limits  the  Supervisors,  in  fixing  license  taxes,  to  an  amount  not  in 
excess  of  the  cost  of  inspection  and  regulation  of  the  business  licensed. 
The  intent  of  the  Freeholders  was  to  continue  the  former  powers  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  the  fixing  of  license  taxes  and  in  addition  to 
provide  that  all  amounts  spent  by  the  city  and  county  for  health,  sanitary, 
police  or  other  regulation  and  inspection  activities,  should  be  collected 
from  the  businesses  regulated  and  inspected  in  the  form  of  fees  or  licenses 
to  be  charged.  The  court  decisions  have  held  in  effect  that  this  provision 
is  actually  a  limitation  on  the  city's  powers.  This  proposed  amendment 
would  restore  the  charter  powers  that  the  Freeholders  intended  to  write 
into  the  new  charter.    It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  5 
ACTION  BY  RESOLUTION  OR  ORDINANCE  (PUBLICATION)— 

APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  13  is  intended  to  simphfy  the  require- 
meats  for  rfie  official  publication  of  ordinances.  At  present,  ordinances 
are  not  published  until  after  action  on  and  report  by  committee.  The 
public  often  has  no  official  information  that  the  subject  matter  is  being 
considered  by  committee.  This  proposed  amendment  requires  that  the 
title  or  the  purport  and  subject  matter  of  any  proposed  ordinance  shall 
be  published  when  such  ordinance  is  introduced  and  referred  to  com' 
mittee.  All  ordinances  shall  be  published  in  full  on  "passage  for  second 
reading."  The  amendment  will  require  that  the  public  have  official  notice 
is  to  the  legislative  proposals  under  consideration  by  the  Supervisors.  It 
13  recommended  that  this  amendment  be  APPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  6 
REPAIR  OF  ACCEPTED  STREETS— DISAPPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  108  is  designed  to  clarify  charter  pro- 
visions relative  to  the  acceptance  of  streets  and  the  repair  of  sidewalks. 
When  a  street  is  originally  improved  by  the  fronting  property-owners 
and  is  accepted  by  the  city,  the  city's  acceptance  covers  only  the  roadway 
of  such  street  and  the  city  thereafter  is  liable  only  for  the  repair  and 
maintenance  of  such  roadway.  The  amendment  clarifies  the  charter  pro- 
visions by  providing  that  such  acceptance  and  future  maintenance  by  the 
city  shall  apply  only  to  the  roadway.  The  amendment  further  provides 
that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  property-owner  to  keep  the  sidewalks 
fronting  on  his  property  in  good  repair  and  condition  and  authorises  the 
Supervisors  to  provide  by  ordinance  for  such  sidewalk  repair  in  all  cases 
where  the  owner  fails  or  neglects  to  make  such  repairs. 

The  measure  was  proposed  by  the  City  Attorney  to  clarify  the  exist- 
ing situation  relative  to  sidewalk  accident  cases,  and  to  authorize  the 
Supervisors  to  establish  procedure  whereby  the  City  could  force  a  prop- 
erty owner  to  make  needed  sidewalk  repairs.  It  is  stated  that  existing 
procedure,  under  state  law,  is  both  complex  and  costly. 

Consultation  with  organizations  representing  numerous  property-owners 
indicates  their  belief,  based  on  their  past  experiences  with  various  street 
improvement  procedures,  that  the  amendment  should  have  included  safe- 
guards that  would  protect  city  officials  from  having  to  order,  and  prop- 
erty owners  from  having  to  perform,  unnecessary  sidewalk  repair  work — 
work  that  might  be  forced  under  legal  requirements,  but  that  might  be 
wholly  unnecessary  in  the  interest  of  the  public. 

Preparation  of  and  agreement  on  an  ordinance  establishing  procedure, 
in  advance  of  the  adoption  of  a  charter  amendment,  such  as  this  measure, 
should  result  in  the  establishing  in  such  ordinance  and  charter  amend- 
ment of  proper  procedure  and  necessary  safeguards,  in  the  joint  interest 
of  property  owners  and  the  public.  Inasmuch  as  this  cannot  be  done  in 
connection  with  this  amendment,  it  is  recommended  that  this  be  under- 
taken for  future  enactment,  and  that  this  amendment  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  7 
LIMITATION  ON  CLAIMS  FOR  DAM  AGES  —  APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  87  reduces  the  period  of  time  allowed 
in  presenting  a  damage  claim  against  the  city  and  county.  Under 
present  provisions  such  claims  may  be  filed  within  six  months  after  the 
occurrence  of  the  damage  claimed.  This  amendment  would  reduce  such 
period  to  sixty  days.  The  Supervisors  were  informed  that,  in  the  case 
of  any  claim  filed  toward  the  close  of  the  present  six-months  period,  it 
was  almost  impossible  for  the  city  to  establish  the  facts  in  the  case,  due 
to  the  long  period  between  the  alleged  occurrence  of  the  damage  and  the 
filing  of  the  claim.    It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  8 
QUALIFICATIONS  AND  TESTS  (VETERANS'  PREFERENCE)— 

DISAPPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  145  of  the  charter  is  designed  to  increase 
the  extent  to  which  credits  may  be  allowed  to  war  veteran*  or  widows 
of  such  veterans  in  civil  service  entrance  and  promotional  examinations. 
The  existing  charter  provides  that  not  more  than  one  entrance  prefer' 
ence  credit  of  5%  or  not  more  than  one  promotional  credit  of  3%  may- 
be allowed  to  any  one  person.  This  has  been  criticized  on  the  basis 
that  when  allowed  it  might  raise  the  rank  of  the  veteran  on  an  eligible 
list  but  that  if  such  veteran  is  not  appointed  from  such  eligible  list  he 
fails  to  benefit  by  such  credit.  The  proposed  amendment,  however,  instead 
of  requiring  that  a  veteran  be  allowed  to  use  such  credit  until  he  had 
actually  received  the  benefit  thereof,  removes  the  limitation  entirely. 

The  amendment  was  objected  to  when  considered  by  the  Supervisors 
by  one  veteran  and  several  nou'veterans  now  in  the  Fire  Department,  who 
stated  that  the  unlimited  use  of  these  credit  allowances  to  veterans,  par' 
ticularly  in  the  promotive  examinations  in  the  Fire  and  Police  Departments, 
was  unfair  to  the  great  majority  of  the  members  in  each  department  seek' 
ing  to  attain  promotion.  The  proposed  amendment,  placing  no  restriction 
on  the  number  of  such  credits  that  a  veteran  may  benefit  by,  is  consid' 
ered  undesirable  from  a  civil  service  standpoint.  It  is,  therefore,  recom' 
mended  that  this  be  DISAPPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  9 
SUSPENSION  AND  REMOVAL  (ELECTED  OFFICIALS)— 

APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  11  is  intended  to  remove  a  conflict  with 
Section  6  of  the  charter  which  declares  an  office  vacated  when  the 
incumbent  in  such  office  is  convicted  of  a  crime  involving  moral  turpi' 
tude.  This  amendment  to  Section  11  makes  it  mandatory  for  the  Mayor 
to  remove  from  office  any  elective  official  convicted  of  a  crime  involving 
moral  turpitude.  The  previous  language  required  suspension  by  the  Mayor 
and  trial  by  the  Supervisors.  The  amendment  is  required  for  clarification. 
It  is  recommended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 


Charter  Amendment  No.  10 
BUDGET  ESTIMATES  (TIME  OF  FILING)— APPROVED 

This  amendment  to  Section  69  simply  changes  the  date  by  which 
departments  shall  submit  their  budget  estimate  sheets  to  the  Controller. 
The  date  is  advanced  from  March  1st  to  February  15th,  to  give  the  Con' 
troller  more  time  for  the  checking  and  recapitulation  of  budget  estimates, 
prior  to  transmitting  these  to  the  Mayor  by  March  15th.  It  is  recom' 
mended  that  this  be  APPROVED. 
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Charter  Amendment  No.  11 
SALARIES,  WAGES  AND  COMPENSATIONS— APPROVED 

What  Amendment  11  Provides:  Charter  Amendment  11  amends  three 
sections  of  the  charter — Sections  71,  73  and  l^l — by  striking  from  each 
section  provisions  that  now  require  that  any  compensation  paid  on 
January  1,  1931,  to  a  City  employee  may  not  be  reduced.  Section  73,  as 
amended,  also  requires  that  salary  standardization  shall  be  made  effective 
as  of  July  1,  1935,  by  providing  that  salary  and  wage  rates  to  be  included 
in  the  annual  salary  ordinance  for  1935-36  shall  be  fixed  as  provided  by 
the  salary  standardization  provisions  of  the  charter  for  those  employments 
that  are  subject  to  salary  standardization.  (Classes  which,  by  charter,  are 
not  subject  to  such  standardization — over  onchalf  of  the  city  employees — 
are  fire  and  police  department  forces,  and  other  officials  whose  salaries  are 
specified  in  the  charter,  teachers,  librarians,  park  and  museum  employees, 
and  employees  on  construction  work  outside  the  city.) 

Salary  Standardzation:  Section  71,  as  amended,  together  with  the  exist' 
ing  Section  151  of  the  charter,  defines  salary  standardization.  It  is  pro- 
vided that  like  compensation  shall  be  paid  for  like  service,  with  due  regard 
for  seniority;  also  that  rates  paid  by  the  city  shall  not  exceed  rates  paid 
for  similar  services  in  private  employment  in  San  Francisco  or  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  region,  or  in  other  comparable  governmental  organizations 
in  California.  This  widens  the  base  for  city  rates,  particularly  as  it  applies 
to  the  city's  public  utilites. 

Temporary  pay  deductions  during  the  continuance  of  the  present 
emergency  are  provided  in  a  new  Section  70.2.  This  declares  a  public 
emergency  due  to  existing  business  conditions,  shrunken  values  of  prop- 
erty and  decreased  income  of  taxpayers,  and  provides  that  such  emer- 
gency  shall  continue  to  the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year  and  thereafter 
until  declared  terminated  by  majority  vote  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
During  such  emergency  the  percentage  rates  of  deduction  that  were  voted 
by  the  people  in  April,  1933,  and  in  effect  last  year,  applicable  to  City 
employees  receiving  more  than  $175  per  month,  shall  be  applied. 

Supervisors  May  Modify  or  Eliminate  Deductions:  The  amendment 
provides  that  such  percentage  rate  of  deduction  may  be  eliminated 
by  the  Supervisors  in  any  case  where  a  City  employee's  reduction  under 
salary  standardization  is  greater  than  the  emergency  deduction  on  the 
percentage  basis.  For  example — a  "general  clerk"  at  $250  is  subject  to  an 
emergency  reduction  of  12|/2% — $31.00 — leaving  a  net  of  $219.  If, 
under  salary  standardization,  the  rate  for  ''general  clerk"  is  fixed  at  less 
than  $219,  the  emergency  deduction  for  this  general  clerk  may  be  elimi- 
nated by  the  Supervisors. 

The  amendment  likewise  provides  that  after  July  1st,  if  business  con- 
ditions have  improved  and  unemployment  has  decreased,  the  Supervisors, 
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by  majority  vote,  may  reduce  the  respective  rates  of  reduction  included 
in  the  amendment,  or  may  eUminate  such  deductions. 

Constitutionality:  Those  opposing  the  measure  allege  that  Amendment 
11  is  unconstitutional,  illegal,  hastily  drawn,  etc.  The  amendment,  pre' 
pared  by  competent  attorneys,  is,  in  large  part,  identical  with  an  initiatve 
measure  of  1932,  likewise  prepared  by  competent  attorneys.  The  charges 
of  unconstitutionality  are  similar  to  those  made  against  the  New  Charter 
in  1931;  these  proved  to  be  unfounded.  Attorneys  consulted  by  the 
Bureau  consider  that  the  provisions  of  the  amendment  raise  no  questions 
of  constitutionality,  and  will  not  lead  to  any  confusion  or  difficulty  in 
enforcement. 

Temporary    Percentage    Deductions    During   Emergency 

The  salary  deduction  amendment  that  was  voted  by  the  people  in 
April,  1933,  required  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  declare 
that  an  emergency  existed  and  was  anticipated  to  continue  to  June  30, 
1934.  During  such  period  salary  deductions  of  from  3%  to  20%,  as 
specified  in  the  charter  amendment,  were  to  be  in  effect.  Thereafter,  the 
continuation  of  the  emergency,  and  of  emergency  salary  deductions,  was 
dependent  on  a  vote  of  three-fourths  of  all  members  of  the  Board — nine 
out  of  eleven. 

Deadlock:  A  majority,  or  six  members,  voted  to  continue  last  year's 
rate  of  pay  deductions  for  this  fiscal  year.  A  minority,  or  five  members — 
and  the  Mayor,  whose  concurrence  was  required — opposed  this  and 
favored  a  50%  restoration  of  pay  cuts.  After  six  weeks  of  the  fiscal  year, 
during  which  various  alternatives  were  proposed  and  failed  to  secure 
the  necessary  three-fourths  vote,  and  during  which  general  employees 
received  full  restoration  and  teachers  50%,  a  compromise  was  reached 
on  a  40%  restoration.  This  partial  restoration  added  about  ^1,300,000  to 
city  payrolls,  and  reduced  the  general  taxpayers'  purchasing  power  by 
this  amount. 

Change  under  Amendment  11:  This  proposed  amendment  declares 
that  an  emergency  exists,  during  which  pay  deductions  shall  be  made  at 
fixed  percentage  rates,  as  voted  by  the  people  in  April,  1933,  and  as  in 
effect  during  the  last  fiscal  year,— until  by  majority  vote  of  the  Super' 
visors,  the  emergency  is  declared  no  longer  to  exist.  Inasmuch  as  the 
Supervisors,  by  majority  vote,  adopt  the  annual  budget  including  salaries, 
and  by  majority  vote  fix  the  tax  rate,  it  is  logical  that  adjustment  of  the 
largest  item  in  such  budget  and  tax  rate — personal  service — should  be 
subject  to  adjustment,  by  majority  vote,  as  provided  by  this  amendment. 

Temporary  Deductions  During  Emergency  Will  Save  ^2,000,000  per 
year:  The  Bureau  estimates  that  the  percentage  scale  of  salary  deductions 
during  the  emergency,  as  provided  by  this  amendment,  and  as  voted  by 
the  people  in  1933,  will  amount  to  about  $2,050,000  per  year,  including 
Board  of  Education  and  public  utility  employees.  The  amendment  requires 
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that  this  sum  will  be  applied  to  the  cost  of  unemployment  relief,  to  the 
extent  that  such  application  is  necessary. 

If  such  deductions  are  continued  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  and  are  not 
required  for  relief,  they  will  reduce  the  tax  burden  by  about  30c  per  $100, 
or  about  eight  per  cent. 

While  the  application  of  salary  deductions  to  officers  and  employees 
of  the  Board  of  Education  cannot  be  mandated  by  charter,  the  language 
in  this  amendment  is  the  same  as  the  provisions  in  the  salary  deduction 
amendment  voted  by  the  people  on  April  11,  1933.  The  Board  of  Edu' 
cation,  in  fixing  teachers'  salaries  in  1933  and  1934,  has  stated  that  it 
was  its  policy  to  consider  this  a  mandate  of  the  people. 

Comparison  of  Emergency  Deduction  Measures:  Table  No.  I  shows 
that  salary  deductions,  as  voted  by  the  people  in  April,  1933,  and 
in  effect  during  the  last  fiscal  year,  1933-34,  averaged  10.5%  of  the 
annual  payroll.  Salary  deductions  now  in  effect,  in  accordance  with  a  reso' 
lution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  as  authorized  by  the  1933  charter 
amendment,  average  about  5.7%  of  the  city's  yearly  payroll.  These  will 
be  superseded  by  the  percentage  rates  in  Charter  Amendment  1 1  when 
this  is  voted  by  the  people  and  ratified  by  the  Legislature.  The  deduc- 
tion provided  by  this  amendment  will  average  about  8.4%  of  the  city's 
annual  payroll. 

Table    1 
Comparison  of  Salary  Deduction  Measures 


^ 


Present 

1933 

Monthly 

No.of 

Yearly      A 

mendment  No.  11 

Ordinance 

Amendment 

Rate 

Empl. 

Payroll 

Rate  %  Amount 

Ra 

te  %  Amount 

Rate%  Amount 

$    0-100 

968 

$      568,349 

$    

-     $     

$     

101-120 

88 

119,760 

3 

3,592 

121-125 

123 

184,491 



7 

150338) 

126-150 

1140 

1,966,064 

3 

58,981 

151-175 

1004 

1,968,350 

5 

) 
113,327) 

10 

226,657) 

176-185 

136 

298,220 

10 

13,620* 

) 

186-275 

5315 

13,727,510 

12.5 

1,699,030* 

7.5 

1,029,562 

12.5 

1.715,938 

276-600 

400 

1,651,463 

15 

247,204* 

10 

165,146 

15 

247,719 

601-834 

39 

325,900 

18 

58,662* 

12 

39,108 

18 

58.662 

834  &  over 

2 

9215 

24,000 

20 

4,800* 

14 

3,360 

20 

4,800 

$20,834,107 

$2,023,316 

$1,409,484 

$2,407,906 

Per  Diem- 

-Five-Day  Week 

No   Deduc- 

tion 

2050 

3^)05,456 



Vlax 

75,183) 

Max. 

188,492) 

Deduction 

208 

11473 

491,066 

5.5 

27,007 

3 

) 

5.5 

) 

$24,330,629 

$2,050,323 

$1,484,667 

$2,596,398 

Average — 8.4 

Average — 5.7 

A 

verage — 10.5 

8150  employees 

10,294  employees 

10,605  employees 

*No  reduction  to  less  than  $175  or  to  less  than  reduced  rate  in  next  lower  bracket. 

Fallacy  of  Charge  that  Amendment  Would  Lead  to  Politics  and  Rack- 
eteering: Some  of  the  opponents  of  Charter  Amendment  11,  charge  that  if 
six  votes  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  can  control  the  salaries  of  police,  fire, 
teachers,  and  all  other  city  employees,  this  may  lead  to  political  control 
of  police  activities  or  even  the  control  of  police  and  other  municipal 
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activities  by  racketeers.  There  seems  to  be  no  basis  for  any  such  exagger' 
ated  charges  and  fears. 

In  the  first  place,  six  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  not 
have  control  of  police,  fire  or  teachers'  salaries.  Police  and  fire  salaries 
are  fixed  by  charter.  Teachers'  salaries  are  fixed  annually  by  the  Board 
of  Education.  The  sole  power  of  the  Supervisors  under  the  amend' 
ment  is  as  to  the  temporary  deductions  during  the  emergency — whether 
(1)  these  shall  be  continued,  or  (2)  reduced,  or  (3)  eHminated. 

Furthermore,  in  every  city  in  the  country  that  we  have  information  of, 
except  San  Francisco,  the  salaries  of  police  officers,  firemen  and  other 
employees  (exclusive  of  elected  officials)  are  not  written  into  the  charter 
but  are  subject  to  determination  by  the  local  city  council  or  in  some  cases 
the  state  legislature.  Considering  the  action  of  these  various  legislative 
bodies  in  annually  fixing  police  and  all  other  municipal  salaries,  it  cannot 
be  proved  or  even  seriously  contended  that  there  has  been  any  relation 
in  any  city  between  the  police  salaries  as  fixed  by  the  city  council  and 
the  presence  or  absence  of  racketeering  in  such  city. 

It  cannot  be  contended — to  again  consider  San  Francisco — that  the 
annual  fixing  of  teachers'  salaries  in  San  Francisco  has  been  a  political 
factor  in  the  election  or  rejection  of  candidates  for  office  on  the  Board 
of  Education. 

City  Employees'  Contributions  to  Relief  or  Tax  Reduction:  In  the 
discussion  of  the  proposed  amendment  before  the  Supervisors  it  was 
stated  that  city  employees,  through  voluntary  contribution  and  by  charter 
mandate,  have  contributed  $6,000,000  for  unemployment  relief  or  tax 
reduction  during  the  period  of  the  depression  and  to  June  30th  next.  The 
inference  in  this  statement  would  appear  to  be  that  existing  City  salaries 
should  be  maintained,  regardless  of  any  inequality  in  salaries,  or  regardless 
of  rates  paid  by  the  City  in  excess  of  those  paid  in  private  employment. 

Of  the  $6,000,000,  the  sum  of  $1,300,000  has  been  "voluntary" 
and  $4,700,000  has  been  by  vote  of  the  people.  The  $6,000,000  referred 
to,  when  considered  in  relation  to  between  $130,000,000  and  $140,000,000 
of  payroll  during  the  depression  and  to  June  30th  next  shows  that  the 
average  contribution  made  by,  or  deduction  in  the  salary,  of  municipal 
employees,  has  averaged  only  4%  during  the  five-year  period  involved. 
Probably  no  other  group  of  11,500  employees  has  come  through  the  five 
years  of  depression  with  such  a  slight,  a  practically  nominal,  decrease  in 
income. 

Salary  Standardization  Features  of  the  Amendment 

Many  Present  Rates  Admittedly  High:  Many  of  the  rates  of  com- 
pensation in  the  City's  service  are  admittedly  high  in  comparison  with 
rates  paid  in  other  departments,  or  in  private  employment,  or  with  rates 
paid  in  other  comparable  cities. 

Rates  Formerly  Established  by  Political  Basis:    Many  of  these  high 
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rates  were  established  or  increased  by  department  heads  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  under  the  provisions  of  the  old  charter,  in  practically  every 
case  with  no  investigation  of  duties  performed  or  rates  paid  for  similar 
service  elsewhere. 

1932  Reclassification  Disclosed  Discrepancies:  In  1932,  when  city 
employments  were  reclassified  as  required  by  the  new  charter,  the  wide 
range  of  compensations  paid  by  the  City  for  identical  kinds  of  service 
became  known  for  the  first  time.  The  reclassification  showed  that  blanket' 
titles,  such  as  deputy  assessor  or  deputy  auditor,  included  duties  and 
positions  ranging  from  those  of  a  junior  clerk  to  those  of  a  technically 
qualified  appraiser  or  accountant.  Twentyeight  offices  in  the  city  gov' 
ernment  have  employments  classified  as  ''general  clerk,"  indicating  like 
or  similar  duties.  The  employees  in  these  positions  are  paid  19  different 
rates  of  pay,  ranging  from  $85  to  $250  per  month. 

Salary  Standardization  Mandated  Since  1924:  Salary  standardization 
has  been  required  by  charter  provisions  since  1924.  The  new  charter 
which  went  into  effect  in  January,  1932,  provides  that  ''the  Board  of 
Supervisors  shall  have  power  and  it  shall  be  its  duty  to  fix  by  ordinance 
from  time  to  time"  various  City  salaries  on  the  basis  of  standardization — 
these  "compensations  shall  be  not  higher  than  prevailing  rates  for  like 
service  and  working  conditions  in  private  employment  or  in  other  com' 
parable  governmental  organizations  in  this  State." 

No  steps  have  been  taken  by  city  officials  to  bring  about  salary  stand' 
ardization  since  April,  1930.  At  that  time,  brief  consideration  was  given 
to  a  report  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  recommending  standard  rates 
for  the  various  classifications. 

Charter  Provisions  Maintaining  1931  Rates:  The  new  charter  prO' 
vides  that  rates  paid  to  incumbents  as  of  January  1,  1931,  should  not  be 
reduced.  The  conditions  under  which  such  "January  1,  1931,"  provisions 
were  written  into  the  new  charter  have  materially  changed.  Since  1930, 
when  the  new  charter  was  drafted,  the  income  of  the  taxpaying  group 
and  the  ability  to  pay  public  taxes  has  been  sharply  curtailed.  This  is 
evidenced  by  official  estimates  of  the  amount  of  nationally  produced 
income  as  follows:  1929 — 83  billion  dollars;  1932 — 39  billion  dollars; 
1933 — 41  billion  dollars,  estimated;  and  1934,  estimated  as  under  45 
billion  dollars. 

Practically  Every  Taxpayer's  Income  Heavily  Reduced:  The  taxpayer 
whose  sole  income  has  been  his  income  from  "income  property"  or  his 
pay  check  or  pay  envelope  in  private  employment — the  carpenter,  sales' 
man,  clerk  or  whatever  other  occupation — has  had  his  income  materially 
reduced  and  in  numerous  cases  wiped  out  entirely.  Despite  this,  the 
charter  provision  that  January  1,  1931,  salary  rates  shall  not  be  reduced 
has  forced  the  maintenance  of  the  city  payroll  on  the  old  1929-30  basis. 
This  has  prevented  the  retrenchment  that  has  been  demanded  by  the 
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taxpayers'  situation  and  by  the  conditions  of  the  times.  This  "January  1, 
1931,"  provision  has  likewise  hampered  the  City  in  financing  the  large 
amounts  required  for  unemployment  relief  and  forced  the  City  to  resort 
to  bond  issues  and  state  loans  to  meet  relief  needs.  The  sccalled  'Volun' 
tary  contribution''  of  the  employees  during  1931-32  was  a  natural  and 
inevitable  result  of  the  charter  provisions  maintaining  January  1,  1931, 
salary  rates. 

Salary    Standardization    Will    Save    ^1,250,000    Annually.     A    rough 

estimate  submitted  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  the  Supervisors 
assumes  that  salary  standardiwtion  will  effect  a  saving  of  about  $1,250,000 
per  year. 

Those  opposing  the  measure  have  charged  that  salaries  will  be  stand- 
ardised at  the  lowest  "depression"  rates  in  private  employment.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  our  belief,  based  on  the  entire  history  of  salary  and  wage 
fixing  in  the  City's  service — and,  for  many  classes  of  City  employment, 
on  the  known  difficulty  of  estabHshment  "general  prevailing  rates"  in 
private  employment — that  the  City's  rates  will  be  equalized  within  the 
City's  service  with  the  rate  fixed  for  each  class  of  employment  based  on 
the  highest  rates  for  similar  service  in  private  employment  or  in  com- 
parable governmental  organizations. 

The  amendment  requires  that  salary  standardi2;ation  be  made  effective 
as  of  July  1,  1935,  and  that  the  rates  so  standardi2;ed  be  included  in  next 
year's  annual  salary  ordinance.  The  events  of  the  past  ten  years,  and  the 
stated  objection  in  some  official  quarters  to  salary  standardization  at  the 
present  time  would  indicate  that  salaries  may  never  be  standardized  until 
forced  to  be  made  effective  by  a  specific  date,  under  mandate  of  the  voters. 

Reductions  to  Be  Made  by  Amendment  Are  Fair  and  Equitable 

The  Bureau  estimates  that  the  temporary  deductions  provided  by  the 
amendment  during  the  existence  of  the  present  emergency  will  apply  to 
8,150  of  the  11,500  city  officials  and  employees.  The  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission reports  that  salary  standardization  will  apply  to  approximately 
5,500  of  the  total  force  of  11,500.  As  previously  stated,  various  large 
groups  of  city  employees  such  as  teachers,  firemen,  policemen,  and  park, 
museum  and  library  employees  and  others,  are  not  subject  to  salary 
standardization. 

Reductions  Are  Fair:  The  reductions  that  will  be  made  if  the  amend- 
ment is  adopted  by  the  voters  are  not  inequitable.  They  are  not  unfair 
to  city  employees  in  the  slightest  degree. 

Increase  in  "Real  Earnings"  of  City  Employees  During  Depression: 
As  compared  with  the  scale  of  deductions  in  the  proposed  amendment, 
ranging  from  0%  to  20%  and  averaging  8.4%  of  the  payroll,  it  can  be 
stated  that  from  1929  to  date  city  employees  have  had  a  substantial  in- 
crease in  "real  earnings."  This  is  shown  by  the  following  Table  No.  2. 
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Table   2 

RATIO  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  SALARY  DEDUCTIONS 

TO  DECREASE  IN  COST  OF  LIVING 


Cost  of  Living  In 
U.  S.  Bureau  of  Labor 

dex  of 
Statistics 

San  Francisco 
Municipal  Salaries 

Basis 
1913=100 

Basis 
1929^100 

Decrease 

(Increase)               Basis 
Decrease              1929=100 

Dec.  1929 
June  1930 

171.4 
166.6 

100.0 

97.2 

'2.'8 

100 
(03)                      100.5(1) 

Dec.  1930 
June  1931 

160.7 
150.3 

93.8 
87.6 

6.2 

12.4 

(0.7)                      100.7  (2) 
(0.7)                      100.7 

Dec.   1931 
June  1932 

145.8 
135.7 

85.1 
79.2 

14.9 
20.8 

(0.7)                      100.7 
2.6                          98.1  (3) 

Dec.  1932 
June  1933 

132.1 
128.3 

77.1 
74.9 

22.9 
25.2 

4.7                          96.0  (4) 
ia4                          90.3  T5) 

Dec.  1933 
June  1934 

135 
136.4 

78.8 
79.6 

21.2 
20.4 

10.4                         90.3 
10.4                          90.3 

Dec.   1934 
June  1935 

Not  aval 
Not  aval 

lable  at  this  time 
labia  at  this  time 

5.7                          95.0  (6) 
8.5  (7)                   92.9  (7) 

(1)  Increase  in  rates,  Water  Department  employees,  March,  1930,  about 
,$135,000,   or  .5%. 

(2)  Increase  in  228  rates,   1930-31  budget,   $62,000,  or  .2%. 

(3)  Voluntary  contributions  of  1  day's  pay  per  month,  for  part  of  the  force 
— approximately  $360,000  for  the  last  half  of  the  year,  an  average  of  1.3% 
or  2.6%    for  the  full  year. 

(4)  Voluntary  contributions,  enforced  by  all  department  heads,  at  the  rate  of 
approximately  $1,320,000  per  year,  or  4.7%  average — applicable  July, 
1932,    to    April,    1S33,    inclusive. 

(5)  Deduction  by  charter  amendment  voted  by  people.  May,  1933,  to  June, 
1934,  inclusive — approximately  $2,535,000  for  1933-34,  an  average  of  10.4%. 

(6)  50%  restoration  for  teachers,  and  full  restoration  for  all  others  for  one 
and  one-half  months;  40%  restoration  and  continuance  of  60%  of  de- 
ductions of  ten  and  one-half  months.  Estimated  as  $1,380,000  deduction 
for  year,  or  5.7%. 

(7)  Under  temporary  deductions,  in  Charter  Amendment  11,  estimated  at 
rate  of  $2,050,000  per  year,  or  8.5%   of  payroll. 

Earnings,  95%  of  Peak;  Cost  of  Living,  80%  of  Peak:  From  1929, 
the  start  of  the  depression,  until  the  lirst  half  of  1932,  the  employees 
received  full  earnings.  During  this  period  the  cost  of  living  dropped 
about  15%.  During  1932-33  the  employees,  by  "voluntary  contribu' 
tions"  contributed  an  average  of  4.7%  of  the  annual  payroll.  During 
this  period,  the  cost  of  living  decreased  to  23%  under  the  1929  peak.  Dur- 
ing  the  last  fiscal  year,  1933-34,  the  employees'  pay  deductions  under 
the  April,  1933,  charter  amendment  ranged  from  0%  to  20%,  an  average 
of  10.5%  of  the  annual  payroll.  During  this  same  period,  the  cost  of 
living  was  20%  under  the  1929  peak. 

Scale  of  Deductions  Was  Voted  by  People:  Temporary  emergency 
pay  deductions  ranging  from  10%  for  those  receiving  over  $2,100  per 
year,  to  a  maximum  of  20%  for  those  receiving  $12,000  per  year,  which 
scale  of  reductions  averages  8.4%  of  the  annual  payroll,  are  not  inequit' 
able.  These  rates  of  deduction  are  as  voted  by  the  people  in  April,  1933. 
At  that  time  they  were  advocated  and  supported  by  city  officials,  civic 
organizations  and  units  of  the  press  who  now  oppose  this  amendment. 
No  one  can  seriously  contend  that  the  emergency  of  1933  does  not  still 
exist. 

Likewise,  the  temporary  deductions  under  Charter  Amendment  11 
may  be  compared  with  a  scale  of  deductions  that   are  now  in  effect, 
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ranging  from  5%  for  those  receiving  $2,100  per  year  to  14%  for  those 
receiving  $12,000  per  year,  and  which  were  voted  by  the  Supervisors  last 
August  as  a  compromise  measure. 

Analysis  of  Some  of  the  Major  Objections  Raised 

Comments  have  been  made  hereinbefore,  in  analysis  of  charges  made 
by  those  opposing  Amendment  11 — that  it  is  unconstitutional,  will  lead 
to  undesirable  political  control,  etc.  Other  objections  made  by  opponents 
of  the  measure  are  analy2;ed  here. 

No  Effect  on  Purchasing  Power:  Some  of  those  opposing  Charter 
Amendment  1 1  seek  to  create  the  impression  that  a  decrease  in  the 
municipal  payroll  means  a  loss  of  purchasing  power  in  the  community 
— that  there  will  be  less  groceries,  shoes  and  other  articles  purchased. 
This  is  erroneous.  The  increase  in  municipal  payrolls  this  year,  1934-35, 
of  about  ^1,300,000  meant  that  the  general  taxpayer,  wage  earner  and 
home-owner  had  to  pay  this  in  taxes,  and  had  just  so  much  less  to  spend. 

A  decrease  in  municipal  payrolls  and  tax  bills  of  $3,000,000  under 
Charter  Amendment  11,  will  mean — like  a  similar  proposed  decrease  of 
$.650,000  in  City  water  rates — that  the  general  public  will  have  just  that 
much  more  to  spend — in  stores,  in  maintaining  employment,  in  restoring 
previous  salary  cuts,  in  every  channel. 

Amendment  Will  Not  Result  in  Triple  Deductions:  It  is  charged 
that  the  amendment  would  lead  to  three  pay  cuts  for  the  same  employee. 
This  is  completely  in  error.  Charter  Amendment  11,  if  adopted,  cannot 
go  into  effect  until  January  or  February,  1935.  When  it  takes  effect,  it 
automatically  repeals  the  Supervisors'  pay-deduction  resolution  of  last 
August.  Thus  for  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year,  to  June  30,  1935,  the 
only  temporary  emergency  pay  deductions  will  be  those  provided  in 
Amendment  11. 

Such  deductions  will  continue  in  effect  next  year,  unless  the  Super' 
visors  declare  the  emergency  at  an  end,  or  reduce  the  percentage  rate 
of  deductions. 

Salary  standardization  does  not  go  into  effect  until  next  year,  July  1, 
1935.  Amendment  11  provides  that  where  any  employee's  pay,  under 
salary  standardization,  is  reduced  by  more  than  the  amount  of  his  tern- 
porary  emergency  deduction,  the  Supervisors  may  eliminate  such  tern- 
porary  deductions.  There  is  probably  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  any  one, 
even  those  who  make  this  charge,  but  that  both  the  majority  and  minority 
groups  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  join  in  all  such  eliminations  next 
Spring. 

No  Effect  on  Salaries  in  Private  Employment:  It  is  also  charged  that 
Amendment  1 1  will  result  in  a  lowering  of  salaries  and  wages  in  private 
employment.  The  only  relation  between  City  and  private  rates  in  the  past 
— which  will  be  true  in  the  future — has  been  that  where  the  rate  for  any 
craft  or  group  was  raised  by  private  employers,  the  City  was  importuned 
to  make  the  same  increase.   The  proof  that  Amendment  11  will  have  no 
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effect  whatsoever  outside  of  the  City  service  is  that  the  high,  and,  in 
some  cases,  excessive  rates  in  the  City  service  have  had  no  effect — either 
before  or  since  the  crash  of  1929 — in  raising  or  holding  up  pay  rates  in 
private  employment  to  the  City  levels. 

In  Harmony  With  "New  Deal":  Some  of  those  opposing  Charter 
Amendment  1 1  urge  that  the  measure  is  in  opposition  to  the  principles 
of  the  "Nevv?  Deal."  This  objection  is  not  supported  by  the  facts.  The 
published  information  on  each  and  every  code  that  has  required  minimum 
hours  and  maximum  hourly  or  weekly  wages  shows  a  scale  of  maximum 
possible  weekly  or  monthly  earnings  that  is  so  far  below  the  San  Fran- 
cisco City  salaries  and  wages  affected  by  Amendment  1 1  that  there  is  no 
basis  for  comparison. 

Furthermore,  Secretary  of  Labor  Perkins,  in  her  published  work  on 
the  New  Deal,  has  stated  that  the  heart  of  the  national  recovery  move- 
ment is  an  effort  to  restore  purchasing  power  to  those  who  have  been 
longest  and  most  completely  without  it. 

And  finally,  President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  the  premier  spokesman 
of  and  for  the  New  Deal,  in  his  budget  message  recommending  the  con- 
tinuance of  Federal  emergency  pay  cuts,  and  in  his  message  vetoing  the 
Act  of  Congress  that  partially  restored  such  Federal  pay  cuts,  said  'It  is 
eminently  fair  that,  the  cost  of  living  having  fallen  as  compared  with 
1928,  the  employees  of  the  Government  sustain  some  reduction  in  com- 
pensation. This  is  not  inconsistent  with  our  policy  of  advocating  an 
increase  in  wages  in  industry.  For  wages  there  (in  industry)  have  fallen 
far  beyond  any  reduction  contemplated  for  Federal  employees  and  in 
most  grades  are  even  now  substantially  below  compensation  paid  Federal 

employees  under  the  maximum  reduction  of  1 5  per  cent I  have  great 

sympathy  for  the  (Federal)  employees,  but  I  cannot  forget  that  millions 
of  American  citizens  are  today  still  wdthout  employment,  and  the  reduc- 
tion in  compensation  of  Federal  employees  has  been,  and  still  is,  on  the 
average,  less  than  the  reduction  in  compensation  that  has  been  patiently 
endured  by  those  citizens  not  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment". 

The  same  observation  with  greater  force,  can  be  made  with  respect 
to  San  Francisco  municipal  salaries.  San  Francisco  City  salary  rates  are 
higher  than  the  Federal  pay  rates;  and,  as  stated,  have  suffered  an  average 
deduction  during  the  depression,  of  only  about  4%. 

Necessity  for  Retrenchment  and  Relief 

The  city  is  still  faced  with  the  necessity  of  retrenchment  and  tax' 
reduction.  Reference  has  been  made  to  the  tremendous  decrease  in  tax- 
payers' incomes,  a  decrease  of  over  50%  during  the  last  several  years. 
No  comparable  deduction  in  the  tax  burden  has  been  made  to  afford  a 
measure  of  taxpayer  relief. 

Cost  of  Government  Takes  One-Fourth  of  Income:  The  Examiner 
in  an  editorial  under  date  of  September  25,  1934,  states  in  part  as  follows: 
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"During  the  calendar  year  1934  government  in  all  its  forms  will  cost  the 
American  people  more  than  a  third  of  their  entire  national  income 

"In  1933  the  national  income  was  about  forty  thousand  miUion  dollars. 
For  1934,  it  will  be  probably  somewhat  less  than  fortyfive  thousand 

million  dollars Thus  government  in  1934,  far  from  maintaining 

itself  out  of  its  revenues,  will  become  a  burden  upon  the  people  for  years 
to  come.  And,  unless  there  be  immediate  and  radical  reform,  succeeding 
years  will  add  still  more  to  the  paid  and  unpaid  costs  of  excessive  gov 
ernment!" 

Necessary  Funds  for  Relief:  In  addition  to  the  necessity  for  retrench' 
ment  and  reduction  of  the  tax  burden,  City  officials  and  taxpayers  are 
likewise  faced  with  the  necessity  of  providing  funds  for  unemployment 
relief.  The  gross  cost  of  unemployment  relief  has  not  decreased  although 
the  City's  share  of  this  cost  has  been  taken  over  in  large  part  under  the 
work-relief  program  of  the  FERA.  If  the  $24,000,000  State  bond  issue 
for  unemployment  relief  is  adopted  at  the  November  election  this  may 
further  relieve  the  City  during  the  current  fiscal  year  only.  Recent  state- 
ments  of  the  President  and  Federal  relief  officials  indicate  that  city  and 
other  local  units  may  expect  a  program,  probably  after  next  winter's  relief 
problem  has  been  met,  of  decreased  Federal  appropriations  for  local  relief 
and  the  requirement  that  increased  local  and  state  appropriations  be  made 
for  these  purposes. 

Summary 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Bureau,  the  amendment  is  equitable  to  City 
officials  and  employees.  We  believe  that  many  City  employees  will  be 
benefited  by  salary  standardization.  Probably  no  City  employee  would 
object  to  standardization  unless  he  had  the  conviction  that  his  city  pay 
was  in  excess  of  the  "going  rate"  for  the  work  performed. 

The  Bureau  likewise  believes  that  the  procedure  established  for  voting 
temporary  emergency  pay  deductions  as  adopted  by  the  voters  in  April, 
193  3,  has  proved  unworkable  due  to  the  provision  that  each  year  the 
emergency  must  be  re-declared  by  three-fourths  vote,  or  nine  votes  of  all 
the  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  regardless  of  whether  emer- 
gency conditions  continue  or  have  grown  worse.  We  believe  that  this 
situation  will  be  remedied,  and  the  intent  of  the  people  as  expressed  by 
their  vote  in  1933  will  be  carried  out  by  the  provisions  of  this  amendment. 

For  the  reasons  outlined  hereinbefore  at  length,  the  Bureau  recom- 
mends that  this  amendment  be  APPROVED. 
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